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V. — The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. 
By HERBERT WEIR SMYTH, Ph.D., 

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, BALTIMORE, MD. 

Recent investigations in the field of Greek dialectology 
have chosen to restrict the term " Aeolic " to the dialect of 
Lesbos and of the adjacent mainland. Formerly " Aeolic " 
referred with more or less fluctuating usage to Lesbian, Thes- 
salian, Boeotian, Elean, Arcadian, and Cyprian. This delimi- 
tation of "Aeolic" is the result of that revolution in the study 
of the Hellenic dialects which has broken definitely with the 
old-time division of Strabo, a division which now finds its 
sole support in the authority of the name of Curtius. (See 
Windisch, Georg Curtius, eine Characteristik, p. 13 ; Curtius, 
Kleine Schriften, II, 150-163.) In place of the ancient and 
revered, quadrilateral division, there has now been substituted 
that into d and rj dialects. 1 The cause of the adoption of a 
new terminology is at once apparent if we consider that 
Strabo's "Aeolic" is made to comprise each and every pecu- 
liarity of speech that is not Doric or Ionic-Attic. 

In the paper published in the American Journal of Philol- 
ogy, 1887, Vol. VII, 421-445, I attempted an examination of 
the interrelations of the dialects of Thessaly, Boeotia, Les- 
bos and Elis, and sought to portray their connection with the 
North Greek of Locris and Phocis. It is the purpose of 
the present article to submit to a preliminary examination 
the last member of the so-called Aeolic group — the Arcadian 
dialect — in the hope of defining its interrelations with other 
Hellenic dialects with greater precision than has hitherto 
been done. The material here collected is designed to serve 
as the basis of a discussion of the question in a volume on 
the Greek dialects now in preparation. 

1 Cf., for example, Pezzi, La Grecith nan ionica nelle iscrizioni piit antiche 
in the Memorie della Reale Academia delle Scienze di Torino, 1883, pp. 251, 252. 



60 H. W. Smyth, [1887. 

As any examination of the morphological and syntactical 
features of Arcadian cannot be complete without reference 
to those of allied dialects, it is imperative in the first instance 
to draw within our horizon that dialect with which Arcadian 
is in keenest sympathy. It has therefore been my aim to 
examine every word-form in the inscriptions (as also many 
of the Hesychian glosses) in the light of the agreement or 
difference of Arcadian and Cyprian ; to offer new or modi- 
fied explanations of individual forms when this seemed neces- 
sary ; and to illustrate the phenomena of dialect life in Arcadia 
and in Cyprus by constant reference to similar or divergent 
phenomena in all the other Hellenic dialects. It is singular 
that so important a period of the life of the Greek language 
as the Arcado-Cyprian dialect has never been reconstructed 
in its entirety so far as the paucity of materials at our com- 
mand permits any such reconstruction. If attained, it pre- 
sents a wide outlook over the early history and configuration 
of the dialects. 

The dialect of Arcadia was discussed for the first time in 
a separate paper by Gelbke in the second volume of Curtius' 
Studien (1869). This treatise is not thorough, and its ex- 
planation of points of detail, is, as a rule, antiquated. In the 
tenth volume of the Studien (1878), Schrader undertook to 
separate the "Aeolic" from the Doric features of Arcadian. 
The course of the following investigation will show that 
Schrader's manipulation of material is not happy ; and his 
paper does not deserve the praise bestowed upon it by Wil- 
kens in his discussion of the Greek dialects in the ninth 
edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica. Finally Spitzer, 
Lautlehre des Arkadischen (1883), has offered a most valuable 
contribution to the subject by submitting to an elaborate in- 
vestigation certain portions of the morphology of the dialect. 
It is to be regretted that this treatise, though disfigured 
here and there by incautious conjectures, did not extend its 
horizon so as to embrace an examination of all the phenomena 
which go to make up the Arcadian dialect. 

As to Cyprian, I have had to base my results upon my 
own studies of the inscriptions of Deecke's corpus in Collitz's 
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Sammlung, Vol. I, and of those that have since come to 
light, 1 so far as they have come to my knowledge. Rothe 
has submitted to a partial examination the vowel relations of 
the Hesychian glosses (Quaestiones de Cypriorum dialecto et 
vetere et recentiore, Part I, 1875). Both this treatise and that 
by Beaudouin (Etude du dialecte Chypriote moderne et m6di6- 
val, 1884) leave much to be desired. In the American Jour- 
nal of Philology, Vol. VIII, 467-471, I have made a list of 
words generally regarded as poetical, but found in Cyprian 
prose. Greek dialectologists cannot fail to welcome so indis- 
pensable an auxiliary to their investigations as the promised 
grammar of Cyprian forms by Dr. I. H. Hall. That part of 
Meister's second volume which deals with Arcadian and 
Cyprian, though printed has not appeared. While the pres- 
ent sketch of Cyprian chiefly deals with but one source of 
information concerning the dialect, — the epigraphic mate- 
rial, — it is hoped that it may serve not merely as a compari- 
son between Arcadian and Cyprian, but also as a preliminary 
summary of the grammar of the latter dialect. 

My plan in detail embraces an attempt at establishing the 
character of the Arcado-Cyprian dialect, i.e. of Arcadian be- 
fore Cyprian attained to the dignity of individual existence. 
This is undertaken in two ways : (1) By tracing all those 
points of agreement which are the exclusive property of 
Arcado-Cyprian. (2) By collecting all those instances of 
phonetic and inflectional resemblance which are the joint 
property of both Arcadian and Cyprian and of other Hellenic 
dialects. 

It is apparent that the first category is of incomparably 
greater importance in determining the character of the primi- 
tive Arcado-Cyprian. It is no new observation in Greek 
dialectology that phenomena which are exclusively confined 
to one dialect are extremely rare. Their very rarity en- 
hances their value. The singular sympathy of the Hellenic 

1 Pamphylian forms have occasionally been drawn into discussion when they 
seem in close touch with Cyprian. But cases of agreement between Arcadian and 
Pamphylian alone have been left unnoticed, eg. 'Extas, Pamph. Fex^u. A Boeo- 
tian Fexfos does not exist. 
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dialects with each other, despite the configuration of Hellas, 
voices itself in the fact that one dialect is differentiated from 
another by displaying merely more or less allegiance to an- 
other dialect, be it that of a neighboring or even of a distant 
speech-centre. Qualitative distinctions here often resolve 
themselves upon nearer view into quantitative differences. 
In discussing the instances of joint similarity, I have en- 
deavored to distinguish, as far as possible, the age of the 
phonetic change in question, since chronological distinctions, 
oftentimes overlooked in dialect investigations, are of an im- 
portance that can scarcely be exaggerated. Those phonetic 
changes that occur in a period of declining dialect vigor are 
manifestly of little importance for the establishing of a pre- 
historic dialect. For example, to the overreaching character 
of the A declension, the -e? declension has yielded, after a 
stubborn resistance, many of its most characteristic forms. 

Then as to the points of divergence, which are oftentimes 
as powerful factors in determining the position of a dialect 
as the points of contact. It has been my aim to register 
each case in which Cyprian has followed a different phonetic 
path from Arcadian ; and when Cyprian — or, vice versa, Arca- 
dian — does not offer as yet an example of the phenomenon in 
question, care has been taken to allude to this fact to prevent 
the possibility of erroneous conclusions being drawn from the 
unjust application of the argument from silence. 

Besides the necessity of noting whenever Arcadian or Cy- 
prian corresponds with Doric or Ionic, or with both, it was 
imperative to discover in the dialects of the " Aeolic "' type 
{i.e. Lesbian, Thessalian, Boeotian, Elean) their points of 
agreement with Arcadian or with Cyprian. Hence I have 
arranged the Arcadisms not found in Cyprus under the fol- 
lowing heads : Arcadian and Aeolic, Arcadian and Thessa- 
lian, Arcadian and Boeotian, etc. ; and wherever two or more 
of these dialects are in agreement I have essayed, as far 
as was in my power, to bring them into line. The same 
course has been held with Cyprian, that it might be brought 
into the clearest focus. 

Phonetic changes common, for example, to Arcadian and 
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Boeotian, and which reappear in Doric alone, are placed almost 
invariably under the head of Arcadian and Boeotian, from a 
pardonable desire to throw the strongest light upon the points 
of contact between Arcadian and all the dialects tinged with 
"Aeolism." But by this convenient principle of division it 
is hoped no prejudice will be excited against the possibility 
that the form in question is not Doric in character. It is not 
my purpose, nor is it in my power, to answer all the vexatious 
questions that start up from every side, the deeper one pene- 
trates into the many-colored phenomena of the dialect life of 
Hellas. But when it seems tolerably clear that we have to 
deal with a loan form (though I am by no means certain that 
I have always made a decision which is satisfactory even to 
myself), I have preferred to group this class under a special 
head. Though for my immediate purpose the most coherent 
principle of division seems to be that of the various dialects of 
the " Aeolic " type in their connection with Arcadian or with 
Cyprian, I am conscious that this point of departure, rather 
than that of phonetic changes, has brought with it a certain 
incoherence, for which the index may be at least a partial 
remedy. 

The points of agreement and difference between Arcadian, 
Cyprian, and other dialects having been exhausted, I have 
given a list of the chief specific peculiarities of the two dia- 
lects under discussion. 

The tie which bound metropolis and colony is nowhere 
more strikingly indicated than in the domain of language. 
Thus, for example, we have rovs rdv<; in Argos and in Crete, 
the infinitive ending -fieiv, possibly a contamination of -fiev 
with -eiv, in Rhodes, Agrigentum, and Gela. And in fact 
throughout the entire history of Greek colonization the colony 
clung with an affection to the language of its source which 
ever awakens the sympathies of the philologist — Sparta and 
Heraclea, Thera and Cyrene, Megara and Byzantium, Corinth 
and Corcyra, etc. 

Without any express testimony on the subject, we might 
with safety conclude upon an examination of the epigraphic 
material that Cyprian stood in nearest touch with the parent 
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Arcadian. But in this case the evidence of language is un- 
equivocally supported by the testimony of antiquity. The 
Arcadian descent of the original Greek settlers of Cyprus is 
asserted by Paus. VIII. 5, 2 : 'Aywmjvcop Be 6 'Ay/caiov «? 
Tpoiav r)<yrjcraTO 'Aptedcrtv. 'IXlov Se aXovarj^ . . . y^eifimv 'Aya- 
irrjvopa ical to 'Ap/cdSatv vavriKov /caTrjveyicev e? Kvirpov ical 
TTd(f>ov re ' ' Ayairr'ivwp iyevero oltcio-Trjs. Cf. also Herodotus 
VII, 90, Strabo XIV, p. 684, and the conjecture given below 
on page 124. 

The connection between Arcadian and Cyprian is perhaps 
closer than that between any other dialects of Hellas, that 
have at the same time such varied points of divergence. If 
we consider the very early date of the settlement of Cyprus 
by Arcadians, the long years of total separation afterwards, 
we cannot fail to account the close touch between Arca- 
dian and Cyprian a most remarkable fact. The settlement 
was made in all probability before the Arcadian settlers in 
Cyprus had made to any great degree practical use of the 
Greek alphabet. It seems scarcely credible that a Greek 
alphabet of any developed character, and in constant use, 
should have been completely displaced by the Cyprian syl- 
labary, though commercial intercourse with the Phoenicians 
was frequent from at least 1 100 B.C. Yet it cannot be too 
distinctly asserted that writing became known to the early 
Peloponnesians through the intermediation of the Achaeans 
and Ionians, and that it was known in the Homeric age 
even if it is not alluded to in the Iliad and Odyssey. This 
is clear from the character of the alphabet in Thera, Melos, 
and Crete, as well as in Lycia and Phrygia. The suppression 
of a Greek alphabet in Cyprus is a fact noteworthy for its 
very isolation. See Wilamowitz, Horn. Untersuch., p. 290. 

Specific Peculiarities of Arcado-Cyprian. 

The following points of contact date from the Arcado- 
Cyprian period, and are shared in by no other Hellenic 
dialect. 

1. -av in the genitive sing, masculine A declension. Arcadian: 
'Aya&'av, 1231, B 38; 'AA.e&d8av, 1 23 1, B 25; ropyi7T7ri8av, 1 23 1, 
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B 37; epytovlav, 122242; furrlav, I203i 8 ; KaAAiav, 1231, B 19; cf. 
C 49 ; <I>iA.a'av, 1189, A 75 ; $iAAuxv, 1231, B 17 ; and in thirty-two 
other words in Collitz's Dialekt-Inschriften Sammlung (C D I), with 
seven cases of -av, the former part of the word having been lost. 
Cyprian: 'Apurrayopav, 28; 'Apio-riyav, 20; 'Arirav or 'Ati(j>)tou, 
25; ®e/u'av, 66; 'Iap<o(v)8av, Il8; Mapcucav, 29; NaaitoTau, 21 ; 

'Ovao-ayopav, 6oi_ 2j22 ; STacrtyav, 17 ; for Ta/uydpau, Hall, Rev. Journal 
A. O. S., XI, 233, 1 read TLpayopav ; 'Ovao-ifiaAa[v], C D I, 120; 
'Ovavayopav Tip.oydpav, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, pp. 1291, 1292, 
161 2; nVvraydpav, ibid., 16 1 2. 

The quantity of a in -av is uncertain. Brugmann, Gramm., § 79, 
suggests av ; G. Meyer, av. If short, av from av, when standing origi- 
nally before an initial sibilant of the following word (twice before a 
consonant, four times before a vowel in the inscriptions) might be 
explained as Zevs from *Zi)vs, vavo-i from vavm. But we have here 
rather a lightening of the masc. case termination in the A decl., 
appearing also in ttoXItov ; which is not from analogy to av6pwirov, 
but from *iro\iTi}o, whence woXh-ew and *tto\lt€o. See Bechtel in 
Bezzenberger's Beitrage X, 283. 

The converse of this contraction of ao to av is seen in the Ionic 
KaoicacriW TaoTa, etc. The v of Arcado-Cyprian av is not it, but the 
old u sound. We must distinguish sharply the dialectic change of 
final and of medial ao, since in Boeotian medial ao alone became av ; 
in Arcado-Cyprian medial ao never contracts to av. TTfjaJav'xae, Roehl, 
127, i.e. Coll. 871, and SavKpaVas, Sav/xaAos, which are adduced 
by Blass, Aussprache, 2 p. 63, G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 , § 1 20, as examples 
of a + o = av, admit of another but not certain explanation, 2 which 
may alsp hold good in the case of the forms in Aav- {e.g. AavSiKevs 
in late Attic). On the Arcadian fem. gen. in av, see p. 103. 

Note. — The more original form -00 (as in Homer and in Boeotian) is 
found in Cyprian, but never in Arcadian. But two forms occur: Aoya-nWo 
(or Aairicrao), 58, and Kvxpayipio, 79, both of uncertain date. In order to 
escape from the necessity of regarding this -00 as a survival of the original 
-00, an assumption which excites the hostility of surprise if in Arcado-Cyprian 
final 00 became av, it is advisable that we regard this -00 as due to the ortho- 
graphical fluctuation between 00 and av. Such variation is, it is true, chiefly 
Ionic, but found also in Attic : Aoto*p($[t]7)s ; Kumanudes, 'Att. iwiyp iirn., 
2597. It is difficult to see whence Cyprian -00 could have been borrowed, as 

1 This inscription is regarded as spurious by Voigt and Deecke. 

2 By parallelism of the forms of the base aaro-, viz. (1) aaao-, erao-, and (2) 
aav before consonants, aa- before vowels. (See Spitzer, Lautlehre des Arkadiscben, 
pp. 43, 44.) 
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00 had ceased to exist except in Boeotian at the period in which these two in- 
scriptions were composed ; and that -00 should have become -ou both in Cyprian 
and Arcadian, after their separation, is improbable. If the above explanation, 
which I present with hesitation, be not adopted, another possibility will the 
more readily gain the suffrage of scholars, — that the Cyprian forms in -00 are 
nothing more than conscious archaisms. 

2. a.Trv with the dative. 1 Arcadian: diru«r[0]u> oe 6 doV>//tevos tov 

d&KCVTa iv a/icpais Tpicrl airv rax av to douo^a yevr/roi, 12223.5. 
Cyprian: airv rai £ai Tat )8ao-iA%-os, 6o 8 i 7 ; a<j> (Si /rot ras evx<i>A.as 
i-n-€TV)(i, 593 {a -po • i m vo . i). 

In No. 103 Deecke reads [d]w' (oVo8aK(o(v), but po-, which is 
written cursively by Deecke should rather be upright, as it is uncer- 
tain ; and ta -, upright in Deecke, ought to be cursive. Hall has ko • 
(or po-)i- to- ta- ko- (or po •) . 2 

3. es, /.*. «k i£ with the dative. Arcadian : KvpiM Iovtw 01 «o-8o- 
ri/pts to/k. ju.ev ipydrav ctrSeAAovres «s toi cjaytx, t6v oc Ipytavav £a/uovT«s 
iv iiriKpuny, 1222 49.53. Cyprian : i£ rS>i poiKuti t5>i ftacriXfjpos Kas 
c£ Tat irroXiyi, 6o 5|6 ; e£ t«m x<opo>i TWiSt, 6o n ; e£ Tat £ai TaiSe 1 
e£ rail koutwi, 60 24 . Cf. p. 72 for Cyp. etrs. 

4. vo-i in the third plural active. Doric, Elean, North Greek, 
-vti ; Boeot., -vOi; Aeolic, -10-1. 3 Arcadian: ic[p]iva>vo-i, 12225; 
KcXcvantri, 1222 15 ; irapeT<tf;w<n, 122228 (from Trap(rat,io in the sense 
of «£eTa£(o). Cyprian: ?£o(v)o-i (e- ke- so- si-), 6o 31 , where Deecke 
transcribes 2£axn. In the same line JWo-i («' • • «') ; but as Deecke 
has iwtri, this case of similarity between Arcadian and Cyprian is not 
free from suspicion. 4 

The Pamphylian dialect, though in its ground-type Doric in char- 
acter, is so frequently colored by its proximity to Cyprus, that its 
forms may here be offered in evidence, e.g. itayafk, 1267^. Here 
we have Si = Doric n, but no v graphically expressed, though it was 
the cause of t becoming 8. 

It cannot be shown that the -vOi of Boeotian and (probably) of 
Thessalian is the middle sound between -v« and -vo-i, or that it is 
anything more than a local affection. The assibilation in Aeolic and 
Arcado- Cyprian has no need to seek its cause in Ionic influence. 

1 M. Geyer, Observationes epigraphicae de praepositionum graecarum forma 
et usu. Altenburg, 1880, p. 25. 

2 Meister in the Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1885, p. 1604, reads jro! TarraKu. 
8 Cf. Mtiller, De 2 littera inter vocales posita, p. 70. 

4 Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 22, writes -va-; so also Johansson in Nigra 
ord om dialekter, p. 31. 
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5. wo% = Arcadian : iros, 122254; wo(rKa.Tvf$Kajtyy), 12223s; woo-oBop., 
12229. Cyprian: wos, 60 19.20,21; and perhaps in iroexo^ei/oi/, 6oi 9>2 i, 
if Deecke is correct (Collitz Sammlung, I, p. 12). Meister, however 
(Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1885, p. 1604), claims that this woe.x611.tvov 
represents wotex°l J - a ' cn '> an d finds wol in wot rwraKm, Coll. No. 103 
(the accent is uncertain: wot or wo-l). At present wot has turned 
up in the Oeanthean inscription, Coll. No. 147915 (about 430 B.C.) 1 ; 
in Troezen Cauer, 2 62 9 ; in Epidaurus, *E<f>rip.. apx<uo\. 1883, p. 
211, 1. 2 ; cf. Et. Mag. 67844, wol wapa. 'Apytiois, and Steph. Byzanz. 
s.v. 'AAias ; in Boeotian, IIoiSucos, Coll. 5 5 3 13 ; in the Delphian month 
ILoiTpowios, Cauer, 4 2193; and finally in Corcyraean, wot Top., C. I. G. 
1838 a 3, wot t5i, C. I. G. 1840^, though Blass (B. B. XII, 193, 
196) writes wo<t>. Arcado-Cyprian wos is not formed from 
*woo-C<.woti, nor does it stand in any conceivable relation to wtpri, 
wopTi, wpori, or 7rpos, as is held by Meister, I, 44, Brand, De dialectis 
Aeolicis, p. 54. Nor is there any trace of the existence of a pan- 
Doric or pan-Aeolic *prti, which has been regarded as the fruitful 
source of all these various forms. In the Berl. PhiL Wochens., 
1885, p. 1604 (cf. Baunack, Inschrift von Gortyn, p. 22, note), 
Meister adopts the following explanation of the descent of wo% 
and wot : — 



A.-C. woo-C* before cons. A.-C. wos before vowels. 

This presupposes the retiring of *w<xtl in Arcadian after the separa- 
tion of Cyprian, and the origin of wot from *woari. Only under this 
supposition could wot have become wo in wotxop.tvov. This explana- 
tion is radically defective : first, because *wo<ri, like the Pelasgians, is 
there only to be driven away ; and secondly, because it ignores the 
correspondence between wot and Lettic pi, Lithuanic //. Bechtel 
(B. B. X, 287) has clearly pointed out that wo\ is for wot -+- s (cf. 
AeAiMcos < — or + s), whether s was directly affixed to wot or to worL 
Italian dialects fall easily into line with obs, sus, Oscan puz, etc. 
This explanation is preferable to that of Johannson (Nigra ord orn 
dialekter, p. 32, note), whereby w6s = woti before a vowel; to that 
of Prellwitz, which compares directly pos-t, pos-sideo, Lithuanic 
pas; and to the equation of Spitzer, iwL : kw : : *woo-( : iros. As a 

1 wi adduced as Locrian (cf. Allen, Curt. Stud., Ill, 271) Is now read irorois, 
Coll. 1478 jj, for irirr rois. 
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matter of fact, wol is generally used before a consonant, ttot before 
vowels (Baunack, Studien, I, 12 ; Prellwitz, G. G. A. 1887, p. 439). 

In Coll. 68 we have ttot, an inscription which shows the influence 
of the epic verse, according to Deecke. See, however, Hall, A. O. S. 
XI, 220. It is possible that a ttot(i) may be due to an imitation of 
the epic dialect, which has irori, but only in composition. I prefer, 
however, to read 7tot(c) with Allen, Versification, p. 150. In the 
same line we have ttoti, which is supposed by Spitzer, p. 47, to be 
the result of an unfortunate attempt to give an epic coloring to the 
Cyprian ircxn. worn for irocrcs is not Greek, the IE suffix ti becoming 
tri generally in Doric, and Homeric <f>d-Tis pdv-ri's are but indifferent 
analogues. It cannot be doubtful but that m«ns was the genuine 
Cyprian form, as the dialect shows no little hostility to n ; cf. <rk, 
<rt /3dA.e, etc. 

The preferences of the different dialects may here be given : Aeo- 
lic, 7rpos and irpes ( ?) ; Thessal., 7rori and tot ; Boeot., itoti and 
irpori; Pamphyl., irepri. 

Note. — The parallelism which has been assumed on account of a supposed 
genitive in -av in the O declension in both dialects is unwarrantable. In 
Cyprian, cases of -av are not infrequent QOvaiuv, 21, Bed. Phil. Wochens., 
1886, p. 1290; Na/xriviav, II. 1886, p. 1323; @eoTtpuv, 42; 'AfSiSfilXicav, 59; 
ire(it)<paii4pav, 59; $i\OKvrpuv, 60 , ; 'OvaaiKivpav, 6o 2 _ 3 , u , 30 ; 'Ovaffi\av,dO u ; 
apyipav, 6o,, 25 _ 26 ; Ta\i(v)Tav, 60,; ix^ipav, 60 5 , 15 (not vx^ipav as Deecke), 
Apv/iiaHi 60 19 . The Arcadian ravt, in agreement with t£> imfaniw, 1222 ^ is 
not Tuv-i (= tovtovC), but ra-vi, ci having been taken from toc-i'(S), rav-id, etc. 
Cf. Si from toS-1, Tav\_v~\l 122253, and tne Thessalian particle -ve in rovv-vt-ovv 
345 17 equivalent to Homeric and Aeolic -Se in rolir-St-aai, rav-de-aii. See 
Baunack Studien, I, pp. 55, 56. The v of the Cyprian genitive singular is as 
yet unexplained, though perhaps it may be regarded as a relic of this -vi or 
ve, 1 which may have attached itself to the pronominal declension in Cyprian; 
cf. fi4v for jue in k& pen iaracrav, 7i, 2 and /u in No. I, which may either represent 
fie or /U'C")- 3 This suggestion is certainly nearer the truth than that of Ahrens 
(Philologus, 1876, pp. 12-13). Ahrens assumed an older ending -as, which 
from the analogy of -fiev -fies, al6iv aZ6is, etc., became -av. Another explana- 

1 Since writing this I learn that Bezzenberger has already made the same con- 
jecture (G. G. A., 1887, p. 427). Cf. the change of -81 to -Se through influence 
of Se'. 

2 Cf. tiuv=tii£, Kaibel, 322 (214A.D.), Sardis, probably a slip. The Tamassus 
inscription (Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323) has t6v(v)v according to Sayce, 
which is adopted by Deecke. The stone has, however, according to Pierides, to ne. 

8 ji.iv occurs in 45 according to Voigt and Hall. Read ftt(v) evli/ievos irep! 
iratSl reoi Tlepaevrai piv ?9r)/ce i(v) rix ai - Certainly no meaning can be extracted 
for v in v-«v{(i/ic!>ox. 
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tion — by analogy of the plural -wv — has only slight support, the singular 
generally exercising a controlling influence upon the plural, as ij/ieio upon 
rinciuv. As regards the explanation from -ve -vt suggested above, care must 
be taken to distinguish this -v from the v £(peKKv<TTiic6v, which is entirely absent 
from Cyprian (see on p. no), as it is from Aeolic, Thessalian, and 1 Boeotian 
non-xoivii prose inscriptions; in Arcadian it is of extremely rare occurrence. 

The points of contact between Arcadian and Cyprian, 
which are the possession of these two dialects and of none 
other, are, it is true, but few. Their important character, 
however, embracing both phonetical and syntactical corre- 
spondences justly entitles them to claim a unique position 
in stamping the relation of these allied dialects. The com- 
paratively isolated position of both dialects, their hostility 
in these instances to the ingression of Greek forms of an- 
other type, have here served to shelter memorials of a 
prehistoric age. 

Extending our range of observation by a gradual widening 
of our horizon, it will first be necessary to notice two features 
in which Arcado-Cyprian is in touch with Homeric usage 
alone. 

Argado-Cyprian and Homer. 

1. Infinitive termination -qvax. Arcadian: KaTv<j>povrjvou, i222 47 ; 
&.Tru6rjvcu, 1222 m . 2 Cyprian: Kv/j.eprjvai., 68 4 , is preferable to Ahrens' 
KVfiepvai ; cf. 8o/r«rou, 60 5i ] 5i of uncertain accent. Outside of Arcado- 
Cyprian this termination occurs in Homer and nowhere else. Fick 
(Ilias, p. 395) refers the Homeric form <j>opr)vai. in B 107, H 149, to 
a Cyprian source. The same form, K 270, rests, according to this 
scholar, upon imitation of the poem B-H, which he thinks was 
composed either by a Cyprian bard or for a Cyprian audience (Ilias, 
pp. 258-259, 394). For a brief statement of the grounds of this 
theory, see A. J. P., Vol. VIII, 479-481. 

On the origin of the form, see Spitzer, p. 45, who supposes that 
&Tr€iOrjvaj. is either from *airti9rifu or from *S.waOiyev with assimilation 
to the -vai inf. ending. The treatise of Johansson (De derivatis verbis 
contractis) has put the -jjvat forms in a totally different light. 

1 Thessalian seems often to have had recourse to a v which is not v i<pe\ie. 
e.g. -v in the infinitive ovypityeiv, SaS6aSeiy. 

2 ?ivat is from *ia-vai, as ri/il< ivfii, by combination of Doric t\ and Ionic -von. 
See page 94, note 1. 
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2. Arcadian: fioXopjevov, 122224. Cyprian: <r( fioke- rt OeXas, 
Hesychius. Cf. fioXopm in Homer, A 319, a 234. The Aeolic 06\- 
A.o/«u, Doric, Pamphylian 1 ftuXopai (Boeot. fimXd) , Thessalian /3«A.- 
Xutm and EiySoXivos, Boeotian f3e.iXop.ai, may have a different present 
stem from that contained in the simpler Arcado-Cyprian form. Thus 
(3oX- may, through /3okvo or (3oXu>, have been the progenitor of (3oXX-, 
etc. The possibility of reduction of the double liquid even in prose 
cannot, however, be gainsaid. All the above-mentioned dialects, 
however, agree in having the original {3 sound before the obscure 
vowel sound o, the Locrian, Delphic 8e.1X.01uu, the Heraclean SrjXopai, 
having the dental representation of the palatal g before the clear 
vowel €. 

Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic. 

Strong stem Kptres- for the later and weaker Kpara-. Arcadian 
(in Tegea and Kletor) : KvroKpir\rfi\, 1246, D 17; KaXXiKpeTrj^, 
1246, B 15 and B 3 (gen.) ; 2<oKpeYi;s, 1231, C 1 ; Ti/toKpenjs, 1231, 
C 50 and -(t«)os C 23, 1246, C 9 ; EvpvKperrjs, 1231, B 32 ; NawcpeYtos, 
1189, A 61 (not M«vo-) ; TloXvKpeTtia, 1237; HiOvKpeTrjs, Le Bas- 
Foucart, 338 b 32 . Cyprian : 'Apio-roicpeT^s, 71 ; TipoKperr)'; (?), 121 ; 
Tij«.oicp€T«os ®iXoKp€Teos, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, pp. 1290, 1291 ; 
-Kperrfs, 148. 

Kpiros is called Aeolic by Joh. Gramm. 244 ; cirucpcro, Ale. 81, by 
emendation; cf. Ale. 25. icpeVos, according to Buttmann's conjec- 
ture in the scholiast on Vespae, 1234. 

These dialects also possess forms from the base -Kpares-, which, 
morphologically speaking, is later than -xperts-. Arcadian : 'AXt$i- 
Kpdrrjs, 1 181, B 29; ' ' Kp<xrTOKpa.Tu\a~], 1 2 38; 'kpuTTOKparryi, 1 181, 
A 12; 'Aa-TVKpaTrjs, I211 3i5 ; AapoKparrfs, 12493; AapoKparlSas, 1 181, 
A 5 ; AeiiKpaTrjs, 1 23 1, C 36; HiriKpartos, 1 204, -tos, 1 204; Ewcpa- 
rrp, 12484; KaXXiKpaTiSas, 1239; Kpareav, 124O5; NtoicpaT^s], 
1246, D 16; Nt(«o)ic/3aT£os, 1189, A 36; 'EevoKpareos, 12485; 2««n- 
Kpa.Tr)s, 1 231, C 49 ; TipoKpaTrp, 1181, B II ; [*]iA.[oic]pareos, 1246, 
B 11. Cyprian: Srao-iKparijs, 17, -eos, 18; KmrpoKpanpos, 2. Thes- 
salian and Boeotian have -Kparos, never -Kperos. 

Since the weak base -/(pares- appears as early as Homer, it is prob- 
able that both forms existed side by side in Arcado-Cyprian, the 
Kpa.TO'; type (from nom. Kpcros, gen. *k?t«os), not having been able 

1 iguKduTfTv, I267 8 ; 0a>\4ipci>vs, 1267 a ; not fioK-, as is read by Brand De dia- 
lectis Aeolicis, p. 22. 
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to completely displace the other. Other examples of a supposed 
pan-Aeolic tp for ap are Oepcro's, Aeolic eparjv, Upos, fiipe&pov, Arcad. 
'EptW, etc. Cf. p. 90. 

Arcado-Cyprian and Thessalian. 

Arcadian: h-toAis found only in Pausan. VIII. 12. 7 : koXHtox 8k 
to xo'ptw tovto i<t>' ripStv IItoXis. If this evidence be accepted 
together with the testimony of the inscriptions, Arcadian had both 
ittoXis and iro\is. But the epigraphic monuments have only the 
latter form, which is also Aeolic, Boeotian, Elean, Pamphylian, Doric, 
and Ionic. Cyprian : m-dAts, 60. Cf. Schol. * 1; tttoXxv] iroSxv. Kw- 
plmv tS>v iv SaA.aj«.ivt ij Aefts. Cyprian has no case of 7rdAts. Thes- 
salian : 01 TToAtap^ot, 1 330; apxiTToXtapxevros, 133O2; from 01 irroA-, 
which is a change of medial, not of initial, irr to tt ; cf. AcrnVatos 
and Brugmann, Grundriss, §§ 333, 6544. irdAts also occurs in 
Larissaean inscriptions. 

It is difficult to make this word any dividing line between the dia- 
lects without including the other case of wt<it + parasitic 1, «.<?. 
irToAf/tios, which is Homeric, Attic, and Cyprian, according to Hera- 
cleides in Eustathius, 842, 62 ; and irrdA.fju.os occurs on a Cretan 
inscription, C. I. G. 2554 m . It seems, therefore, that the other 
dialects never developed the t-t- form of these words. 

There is no firm link connecting Arcado-Cyprian with 
Thessalian which does not at the same time serve to connect 
either Aeolic or Boeotian. 

Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian. 

1. The preposition airv = ctord. 

Arcadian: 122 2 3,4,13, 35, etc. Cyprian: airv ran fat, 60 8> 17 . Aeolic: 
Sappho, 44; CD. I., 21315; 238m, etc. Thessalian: 3453,23, 1308. 

2. Arcadian: «e (in conjunction with av), 12222. 1 Cyprian: ni 
in r) k€ (= Attic edV), 6oi ,23, and in brno-is «e (=oo-tis av), 60 29. 
Cyprian has k« alone, never av. ««' is also Aeolic and Thessalian ; 
Kiv is Aeolic and Homeric alone, ko. is the form of this particle in 
Doric, North Greek, Boeotian, and Elean. 

1 This is disputed by Kirchhoff Mon. Ber. Acad. Berl. 1870, p. 52. Arcadian 
is the only dialect except the Homeric that possesses both k4 and &v. Boeot. 
k&v, 488 38, a document composed in Attic, is Kal + idv. &v occurs seventeen 
times in 1222; &y, 12275. 
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Note. — The impossibility of explaining ^ in ^ kc as the exact phonetic 
equivalent of «t (despite Deecke's statement in B. B. VI. 79, that jj in Fiji™ is 
regularly used for ei) has lead G. Meyer, Gramm., 2 § 1 13, to regard ij ke as )j(v) 
we = ii.v kc. On this supposition, which is apparently adopted by Fick, 
Odyssee, p. 324, Arcadian and Cyprian would stand on a plane in possessing 
both Si/ and k«. That we are not driven to assume a Cyprian ijv is, however, 
clear from the fact that ^ and c< may in reality be different case forms of the 
stem sve/ . Baunack, Inschrift von Gortyn, p. 50, suggests that ai is the loca- 
tive of the feminine sva-, t\ the instrumental, and «i the locative of sve/ . m 
The Heraclean Tables have fifteen cases of ai, one of i\ (I, 77), and one of ei 
(I, 127). The latter may be due to Kowi\ influence, which is not infrequent in 
these Tables. Other examples of ^ are C. I. G. 2483, 2484, where dia<f/a<pi£a- 
aSai 7j 5o/cei (cf. Ahrens, II, 381), and in the Gortyn inscription, IV, 31, j) 8e 
k' aTtoQ&vri tis; cf. V, 9, $ k' air(^o)8a.vri aW/p 7) yvvd, ai fiev k' j? t4kvo, etc. 

This explanation solves the difficulty of the interrelation of ?j (Cyprian), 
ai (Homeric, Aeolic, Thessalian, Elean, Doric, and Boeotian (rj), and ei 
(Ionic, Attic, late Doric, and Arcadian *). Cyprian ii cannot be either the 
ancestor or the descendant of ai or of ci. 



Arcado-Cyprian, Boeotian, Thessalian. 

1 . Treatment of the preposition ex e£. 2 

Arcadian: es, 122249, before a consonant; eo-SeAAovres, i22 2 49 , 
and the following forms before a consonant in 1222 : eo-ooOeVrw, 1. 7 ; 
iaSoOrj, 52 ; eo-oWus, sl ; iaSoKav, 49 ; «rooo-«n, 16 ; eo-oWiJpes, 6| 15i 18i 45 ; 
Icrreuriv, xj. i£ occurs in e^corto, 1222 2 i ; 'E£(a)iceos, 12033; 1i£aict- 
Sav, 1 204 ; and ey in eyycWs, 1 233 6| 7 ? Cyprian : ijifiaxnv, 3 2 (Deecke), 
where £ represents <r<r (e' xe~ pa' si- ne') ; £ before /? is, however, 
contrary to Greek phonetics, wherefore M. Schmidt transcribes eo-s- 
/3ao-ii/. eo-s tS>i poiKW, 60 5 ^ ; «rs rat irroKiyi., 60 6 , etc. Curtius wrote 
<i<r<sov<n, Kleine Schriften, II, 105. Boeotian : las before vowels, e.g. 
cVs, 571 a4 App., 713 b 8 ; eWe y/ ja<7ie[i], 735 (1$, 40034 App., 712.,; 
c^«ju.«v, 4979 ; and frequently elsewhere). U before consonants in 
composition, e.g. eo-ydvtos about 25 times; cf. lo-K»iSeicaT)i, 95 1 2 (but 
I£, 5024; €^ct[Kov]Ta, 502 12 ). Ik is also Boeotian, 3832; cf. eyyoVois, 
493 8 . Thessalian : i<s, 1329, 1 A 15, before a consonant and in com- 
position, as iayovois, 345 19 ; ia&ofitv, 345 20 > iaOe/Acv, 345 42. Before a 

1 In 1222 and in no other Arcadian inscription. 

2 On this, see Curtius, Zu den Auslautsgesetzen des Griech. Kleine Schriften, 
II, 104. 

8 Collitz (Verwantschaftsverhaltnisse, p. 8) is not strictly correct in referring 
tayovoi to Arcadian. 
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vowel we have no case of eVs ; cf. i^epyaa-Oeia-ea-dav, 345 17, 1 and 2£, 
326 1 ; €$uKovra, 3264. «k does not appear in any document com- 
posed in pure dialect. e'£ in Thessalian and Boeotian is certainly, 
and in Arcadian and Cyprian probably, due to Koivr/ influence, is 
cum gen. before consonants, «£ before vowels, is also Cretan. 

2. Extremely problematical is the assertion of Spitzer (Lautlehre 
des Arkadischen, p. 23 ff.), that in Arcado-Cyprian final at, 171, <m be- 
came a, t\, a>, and that, while the other dialects accepted this change 
at a comparatively late date, Thessalian and Boeotian suffered the 
same loss of the final 1 at a period when Cyprian had not been differ- 
entiated from Arcadian. 

The grounds for this hypothesis are as follows : In Thessalian and 
Boeotian a from r/i arose, not from the loss of one mora of the e 
sound, but through -q. It will, however, be noticed that ei may have 
come from rji at a time when « had already become 1. ov from o>t in 
Thessalian and in Boeotian arose from o>, and not from 01. ot is then, 
according to Spitzer, a pure locative, and had nothing to do with o>t 
originally. 

Now, as to the facts in Arcadian and Cyprian, Spitzer asserts that 
both dialects possessed the dative tot and the locative 01. In Arca- 
dian we have no example whatsoever of -<ot, -01 occurring in woXv- 
IxtJXo[i, 1200 = Roberts, 277 ; fjfuo-a-oi, 122235 ; afrroi, 1222 ]2 , 123325 ; 
Ipyot, i222 34954 . -01 is the form which has either partially or entirely 
displaced the dative -tot in Arcadian, North Greek, Boeotian, 2 late 
Elean, and Eretrian. In Cyprian we find -on, -a>, and -ot, according 
to Deecke. (1) -a>i : poUwi 60 6 ; 'AfSpo8da>i. (?), 129, 130 ; pMraarm, 
1 26 ; olpmi, 6o 14 ; 'Orao-tAxot five times in 60 ; rait fifteen times in all ; 
t«k8«, 6on i2 4; Oimi, 37, 61, 66(?), 75(F) ; 8«&'<oi,37; rjpiat, 41, 96(?); 
Ap.vK\mi or -ot, 59 s . (2) -a> : p Qpo>, 41 ; Maytpwo, 1 20; ra> about 
sixteen times. (3) -01 : p-vxoi, 85, is doubtful, according to Deecke 
(Hall has p.vxoia) ; Ila^oT, 56 (Hall, IIa<£oi, voc.) ; 'HSaA.101, 62. 

To maintain his theory, Spitzer demands that every case of -«ot 
should be expelled ; and Cauer, in the Wochens. fur kl. Philologie, 
1884, p. 99, asserfs the correctness of -01 over against Deecke's -toi. 3 
But even Ahrens (Philologus, XXXV, 13) upholds the datives in -an 
and -a) parallel to the locatives in -ot. The burden of proof rests 

1 Perhaps influenced by 4t*pya<T0-li<Te<T$<u of Philip's letter in Koivi), which im- 
mediately precedes. 

2 It is not necessary to agree to Brand's assumption that before the separation 
of the various "Aeolic " tribes, the locative was used for the dative. 

3 In his Delectus 2 (1883) he wrote if. 
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clearly on the shoulders of those who maintain that both old case forms 
do not exist contemporaneously in Cyprian ; nor should the loss of 
-mi in Arcadian prejudice the case against its occurrence in Cyprian. 

As regards rji both dialects are in agreement. The final vowel is 
lost, the r) never shortened. Arcadian has, in 1222, rvyxavrj, txv> 
and TrofTKa.TvpXanpri. Cyprian has <rv\tf<rr), 126; "AS»7, 126; 6pv£rj, 
60 12, 24, 25 > A.wr»7, 6029. The only case of -qi is'Yprji, 124, which is not 
very certain. The age of all these inscriptions is such that any theory 
as to the loss of final 1 from 771 in Arcado-Cyprian times builds upon 
a perilous foundation. The age of Alexander the Great witnessed 
the breaking down of the 1 avtKKJxavryrov. 

Finally as to cu : Spitzer claims that Arcadian cu is not dt (either 
from d +ai, i.e. dative, or from d +t, i.e. locative), but is from anal- 
ogy to 01, and is the representative of the locative ; while d is from dt, 
and represents the dative. The latter form was, however, lost. In 
Cyprian, on the other hand, d may be the representative of the old 
dative (d + <u) or of the old locative (d -+■ 1). Cyprian ai is of the 
same origin as Arcadian at. According to the common transcription 
we read in Arcadian t5i, 122254, as a relative, i222 41 ; in Cyprian, 
apovpai, 60 20; (ao-xm, 60 3 ; d£a#di, 3 f. ; rat eleven times, TatSe, 60 14 ; 
to at least four times. As the form stands, to! may be a pure dative, 
>d + at; cf. Mahlow, Die Langen Vocale, A. E. O., p. 53. Or the 
cu. may be a locative, if pan- Hellenic dt>d + 1 became at. Upon the 
question whether d + t became pan- Hellenic dt or pan- Hellenic dt, 
and whether -at is from analogy to -01 or is an I.E. case-ending 1 with 
atonic a, as in vvp.<j>a, depends the character of the Arcado-Cyprian 
forms. It is not possible, from the limited material at our command, 
to determine whether Arcado-Cyprian at is dt or dt. 2 

In view, however, of the uncertainty attendant upon this problem, 
and of the possibility that Thessalian and Boeotian ei and ov may not 
be authoritative for the period of the coexistence of Arcadian and 
Cyprian, it is advisable at present to leave the question to a more 
thoroughgoing investigation. 



Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, Boeotian. 

There is no single morphological or phonetic feature shared 
in alike by each and all of these dialects to the exclusion of 

1 See Brugmann, Gramm., § 82. 

2 Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 47, holds that 01 is the Arcadian form. 



Vol. xviii.] The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. 75 

all others. Nor is there any dialectic peculiarity of authori- 
tative certainty connecting them all together by the operation 
of one and the same law. 

1 . Not beyond peradventure is the assumption that the older pro- 
nunciation of v as I.E. u, and not as ii (introduced in Asiatic Ionic 
and Attic not before the fifth century?), survived in these dialects as 
well as in Pamphylian, in Chalcidian, and in the Laconian vulgar dia- 
lect. 1 M. Schmidt (in K. Z., IX, 366), Ahrens (in Philologus, XXXV, 
8-9), Blass (Aussprache, 2 35), have assumed the u pronunciation for 
Cyprus. Fick (Ilias, p. 256) claims on the strength of 'A/wras 
(Coll. 147) and the Hesychian glosses quoted, p. 76, that the 
Cyprian v had a leaning towards o, i.e. the closed o, which makes 
against the v sound. This means of representing the v sound is 
found in Boeotian ('A/xovras, 603; b-n-tphuaavdu), 4295), late Laco- 
nian (Kovoovpoov, C. I. G. 13479, for Kwoo-ovpitov) , dialects which had 
the u sound. 2 For Aeolic, cf. Priscian I, 27. Spitzer, p. 18, claims 
that this was the Arcadian as well as the Cyprian pronunciation. The 
relation of v to o is, however, the sole basis for this assertion, as it is 
in the case of Aeolic. 3 The Boeotian pronunciation is certain from 
the use of ov for v (at first for v, later for u). Thessalian ov for m 
seems to point to ii, Nv/xewioi, 34525 >vcfo/i,i;v(v)tos being but an 
indifferent foundation for Prellwitz's attempt (de dialecto Thessalica, 
p. 13) to overthrow the conclusions of Blass, Aussprache, 2 p. 36, 
which are supported by Cauer, Wochens. fur kl. Philologie, 1886, 
No. 33 . 4 

This supposed connecting link between Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, 
Thessalian, and Boeotian, has been referred to here, since much has 
been made of it, especially by Curtius, Kleine Schriften, II, 160-162, 
as a means of demonstrating the original close relationship between 
all these dialects. As a matter of fact, even if in all these dialects v 
was pronounced u, nothing would be proved thereby as to their inter- 

1 The literary monuments and inscriptions of Sparta have no trace of ov for v, 
hence Blass assumes that the pronunciation of the cultivated classes may have 
been ii. Other traces of u are Corinthian 'fuKolSas, Roehl, 20 i7 , and Chalcidian 
fv^vos, C. I. G. 761 1. 

2 "O\o/«ros, C. I. G. 8412, an apparently Ionic inscription, and Cretan T16tios, 
Rangabe, 2478, I, 23, are doubtful. 

8 Wilamowitz (Horn. Untersuch. 288) maintains that the pronunciation as » 
was retained till the time of Pindar, and that Aeolic, Cyprian, and Eubaean Ionic 
(in the modern Kuma and Stura) had the old u. 

4 Brugmann, Grundriss, § 48, excludes Thessalian from the list. 
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connection, since they would have only preserved for a longer period 
than other dialects a common heirloom such as a, p, etc. Only if it 
can be shown on other cogent grounds that Lesbians, Thessalians, 
Boeotians, and Arcado-Cyprians were once united as a distinct tribe 
or ethnic unit, is this assumed retention of the I.E. sound u to be 
regarded in the light of corroborative evidence. 

2. Change of o to v. 

Closely connected with the retention of I.E. u, is the change of 
o to v, which is heralded as one of the most salient features distin- 
guishing alike all these dialects. 

Arcadian: airv six times in 1222, both separately and in compo- 
sition; aXXv, 122238 (cf. Setipv, Herodian II, 9339, but Sevpo, Sappho, 
84) ; Ka.™<*KaTo, as a direct change of a to v, is impossible. 1 kwto 
is from analogy to a-n-o : cf. Elean u7raoVyibis from analogy to /xera, 
etc. KOTv occurs alone i222 1129 , and in composition Troo-KaTv^Xaxj/rj, 
1222^; Ka.TV(TTa.o-t), 122243; KaTv<t>povrjv(u, 1222 „. It is so far at- 
tested in Tegean alone. Finally, -do becomes -av (or -au) in the 
genitive. 

Cyprian: €Vfpt]Tdo-aTV, 60 4 ; Ipp-qTavarv, 60 ]4 ; yivovrv, 60^; <opi- 
(7£to, 126 ; 2 vv- for 6v = avd in vvlQrjKt, 45 ; but only if we adopt 
Deecke's reading in preference to that of Voigt and Hall (ju.iv ZOrjKe) , 
which to my thinking is superior. oviOrjKe occurs about six times, 
and aviOrjKc twice. Finally, in -av<-do as in Arcadian. The mani- 
fest fondness for v of Cyprian is supposed to be attested furthermore 
by the Hesychian glosses in which v is held to have passed into o : 
/tt>xoi • eVrds (in No. 85 Deecke reads fivxoi ; Hall, p.vxota) ; iv*a<£<>- 
tcvo-e • eyKaTCK^vreuo-E ; 66pav$i<; • to 2£a>. But other dialects made use 
of o instead of ov to represent the I.E. u sound, e.g. Boeotian, 8 late- 
Laconian. Cf. also oypds in Syra, Oop.6% (for v) in Crete. 

Pamphylian: iftioXdo-CTv, v f3a>Xrjp.ews, 'Eo-T/rc'Stvs, 'Y&pap.ovav, Hu- 
apv. The Pamphylian examples can scarcely be due to Doric influ- 
ence in view of the vicinity of Cyprus. 

Aeolic: airv, 2i3 15 , 21445, 2 3 8 io> 25°m> 2 3 2 s> 2 48 8 ,s» 3 ij 24,29 (the 
only epigraphic examples of the change), Sappho, 44, 78. The 
Kow-q d7ro appears, e.g. 281,22,34,36; tytotius, 271 a6 ; wSos, Sappho, 4 

1 Aeolic tripices (gramm.) is but an apparent exception; <*oopices? 

2 Spitzer claims (p. 17) that the Arcadian forms were -tv and -vtv. This is by 
no means certain, though we have no example of -to or of -rro. 

8 'A|UoVt«s, 603, as in Cyprian "A/tciO)™, 147. Fick, Ilias, p. 256, ventures to 
explain Korprjos, O 639 as due to the Cyprian for v. 
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(perhaps) ; vpAprr), orv/ua, v/mmos, v/wtAtKcs, Theocritus. All other 
examples are doubtful. 

Thessalian : an-v, 345 3 _ 23. 

Boeotian: Aipfivi, Acpjuvs, 875, Aa/xo0oivt>s, 689, are quoted by 
Pezzi (La Grecita, etc., p. 260), as possible examples of the substi- 
tution of v for o before 403 B.C. The latter example is now read by 
Meister, -0oiy[o]s or -0oiy[f]s. Boeotian is confessedly the weakest 
member of the group, but Herculean efforts have been made to wheel 
into line this, according to Boeckh, the oldest of the " Aeolic " dia- 
lects : — 

diro is explained as being practically equivalent to fori or an-ov; 
and AioukXcis, NioiyxaJv, [®] iovti/ilv, are cited as having ov = v = o. 
On the other hand, o stands for v in birepBiKiovOto, 429 ; cf. ovwcpSiKiovOm, 

43°- 

a.Trv is certainly a striking joint possession of Arcado-Cyprian, 
Aeolic, and Thessalian. Boeotian, Elean, 1 and Pamphylian, alone 
stand out against a pan-Aeolic Sjrv, which is the only word that even 
the most determined advocate of the prehistoric interconnection of 
these dialects can claim as pan-Aeolic. 

If non res ipsa sed frequentia exemplorum as regards v for o be 
held to be a peculiarity of " Aeolic," it cannot be denied that at least 
four of the above dialects show a tendency which on any fair view 
must be held to date so far back as to point to some sort of closer 
connection. In Ionic examples of v for o are rare ; but in Doric 
they are more numerous, though at best sporadic. Cf. G. Meyer, 
Gramm. 2 , § 62. 

It is pretty clear that of the two short o sounds, one became closed 
at a very early period in Greek. The second o of ovo/m must have 
suffered this change to a partial extent before the separation into 
dialects. In other words, the closing of the open o came later, but 
certainly in Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, and perhaps Boeo- 
tian, at a period before a similar tendency came into existence in 
Doric and Ionic. 

Note i. — Cyprian npurfrv, 149, is perhaps connected with vp6 as vpi- 
ravis and possibly irpi/xva and irpu\e'es. The Aeolic form is, however, vp6rafis. 

Note 2. — It is singular that in a dialect with so pronounced a predilection 
for v as the Arcadian we should nevertheless have ivo/ia. In Arcado-Cyprian 
the substitution of v seems to be confined to the final syllable of words having 
more than one syllable. An A-C ov = &vd is therefore very doubtful. 

1 Roehl, 556, has ivtOrine. G. Meyer suggests that the inscription is Laconian 
rather than Elean. But neither Laconian nor Elean has any example of the 
" darkening " of o. 
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There is no link between Arcado-Cyprian and Boeotian 
which does not at the same time serve to connect Arcado- 
Cyprian and Thessalian or Aeolic. 

The vigorous preferences of Arcado-Cyprian for the dia- 
lects of the Aeolic type alone having thus been disposed of, 
it is now imperative to again widen our circle of observation. 
The keener our hunt after traces of kinship between Arcado- 
Cyprian and other dialects, the more urgent is the necessity 
of beholding its ever -enlarging sympathies. Nor is this 
necessity obviated by our feeling that, in proportion as we 
enlarge these dialectal circles, the phenomena in question lose 
in authoritativeness. In estimating the propensions of a 
dialect, the course of investigation shows that a slight touch 
is oftentimes more indicative of genuine or, it may be, of 
original sympathies than rude masses of color. A quali- 
tative, not a quantitative, standard can be of value here. 
The circles in question grow in extent till the last embraces 
those phenomena which are obviously, if not actually, pan- 
Hellenic. As before hinted at, it is here that it is often- 
times difficult to determine whether we are dealing with 
a pre-dialectal survival of Hellenic speech, or with a forma- 
tion that is merely incidental to an early innovatory stage of 
the period of actual dialectal existence. 

Arcado-Cyprian and Ionic. 
The infinitive termination -vox referred to above, p. 69. 

Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, Ionic 

n = o-t in the terminations of the verb (-ovti, -wm) are treated 
differently as regards the preceding vowel, but all agree in the assibi- 
lation. On Cyprian i«>(v)<n or <Wi, see p. 66. Doric, -ovti, -iovti. 

Arcado-Cyprian, Doric, Ionic 

Nominative in -17s from rj stems. The rj declension parallel to that 
in d has survived in a few sporadic examples in Greek. Its existence 
in Latin, in the so-called fifth declension, substantiates the belief that 
in Greek it antedates the separation into dialects. 
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Arcadian: wpijs, 1231, B 34, C lt2 9,5o; «ty"?s, 1235; ypa<j>rjs, 
12307, 1236. Cyprian: lyeprji, 33, is the only example, the common 
form in evs being found in No. 40. /Ja<riAevs is frequent in Cyprian, 
and there is no example of /Jao-iAi/s. Arcadian has neither form. 
Outside of Arcado-Cyprian the 17 inflection has generally been dis- 
placed by that in rjv, as in Aeolic. The following examples, however, 
occur: Homer, "kprjv ; Archilochus, 48, 'Apeo^'Apijo; cf. 'Avri^a- 
Trjv, o 242, by the side of 'AvrKparrja, k 114. Ionic Upem, Olbia, 
C. I. G. 2058, A 23; Tomoi, Arch-epigr. Mitth. VI, 8, No. 14. 1 
Doric TvSri's, "Op<f>r^, *u\i/s ; cf. Lat. Ulixes Achilles. G. Meyer is 
incorrect when he attempts to explain up-qs for uptus from analogy 
to tvytv-qs, since the genitive of Uprjv- is in its oldest form Uprjfos, 
to which evyei/e'os offers no parallel. Cf. G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 , §§ 323, 
324 ; Bechtel, Inschrift aus Eresos, in the Gottingen Nachrichten for 
June 30, 1886; Spitzer, Lautlehre des Arkad. p. 27; Johansson, De 
verbis derivatis contractis, p. 74. The Boeotian forms in -a = 17 
(Eipo/iAAa, Mora, $i'AA«, etc.) are doubtful. It was suggested by 
me (Der Diphthong EI, p. 41) that they were survivals of the t) 
declension, an explanation adopted by Bechtel, p. 378. Others 
regard them as having lost the final sibilant of the nominative. Meis- 
ter, I, 272 ; but cf. also p. 310. 

Arcado-Cyprian and Doric. 

17, not ei (?), is the result of compensatory lengthening. Arcadian 
^vai, <f>0rjpo)v ; Cyprian rjp.L The dialects diverge in the treatment of 
ovs. But there is no example of cm (closed o) for o> (i.e. open o) 
of other dialects. 

There is as yet no authority for an Arcado-Cyprian contraction of 
a + e to 17, as in Doric, Elean, and North Greek. See p. 81. 

Spitzer's ascription to Arcado-Cyprian (p. 57) of the personal end- 
ing -« in the indie, present, is based upon no foundation save that, 
as the Cyprian form is old, it might well have been a survival of an 
Arcado-Cyprian period. But a solitary instance is found : es iroff 
Ip7res • iro&ev r)K.u<i. nd^ioi. With this compare the Theocritean 
oiipib-Ses, I. 3, which is certain, and afiekyes, IV. 3. This form 
occurs on no Doric inscription. Whether the form in -s is pro- 
ethnic (cf. Latin legis; old Irish, do-beir, *-beres), or merely a 
Greek parallel to rCOrp, has not yet been made out. 

1 The nom. iepcas, Rev. Arch. XXVIII, 106, from \eds; \e<i — Upea. 
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It is not improbable that the Arcado-Cyprian infinitive of -<o verbs 
ended in -v ; e.g. Arcad. t/x^atvcv (or 2p.<£aivev) , Cypr. I^ei/. As 
Deecke reads txv v m tne single passage where any such formation 
occurs, the assumed parallelism between Arcadian and Cyprian must 
be left in dispute. Johansson, De verbis derivatis contractis, p. 202, 
accepts an Arcado-Cyprian tx^v, comparable to Doric Kpivev, and to 
an Ionic d<peiX.€v (Cauer 2 , 527). See p. 96. 

lv for iv, 1 formerly held to be a distinctive peculiarity of Arcado- 
Cyprian, has now appeared upon a Cretan inscription. See Mer- 
riam, Am. Journ. Archaeol. Ill, 312. lyvvrj was regarded by Curtius 
as standing for ey-yvua. iv, cum accus. and cum dat., is a relic of the 
period when this preposition was construed as the German in? The 
Aeolic eis and Ionic 1% (as) gradually drove out this double construc- 
tion. If the Aeolians of Lesbos ever used is cum genet, its obsoles- 
cence must have been caused by the adoption of the Ionic Ik, and 
have been subsequent to the period when iv cum accus. was replaced 
by e?s cum accus. 

Arcado-Cyprian, Doric, Aeolic, and Connected 
Dialects. 

1. Genitive plural, A declension. Arcad. 'AXon-oV, ipyo>vav, 
Teyearav. Cypr. eVayo/xevav. Here Homeric, Boeotian -aw, Thes- 
salian -aovv. alone show the older form. 

2. Genitive sing., O declension. Arcad. tu>, Cypr. OeS>. -00 must 
then have been open sounds at the period of contraction. On -<o, -v, 
see pp. 68, 118. -010 from epic reminiscence in Arcad., Roberts, 
No. 280. 

3. The relative use of demonstratives. In Arcadian o-n-tp is used 
for otrirep in 1 2 2 2 ^ : eo~i-a> 81 ko.1 t<ovi tu> eVi£ a/xim 6 airos tyyuos OTTtp \ 

Kal tu> Zpyio rjs lv to-reicnv. With this compare the Homeric o nep o-co 
71-oAAov ap.eivtov (VII, 114, XXI, 107), and the use of ons, III, 279. 

1 h>iv originally before consonants, i for i(v) is found, Roberts, No. 277, 
according to the generally received reading. irpwflaRe must be read irp(fo-9o[S]e. 
I cannot subscribe to Robert's defence of i(ii) Mavriveai; cf. Allen, Versification, 
p. 150. Cyprian has no instance of iv, and the Arcadian cases are not unim- 
peachable, iv in 1200 is poetical; in 1 231 it is the work of a meddler with the 
original text; 1 183 is probably Arcadian, though peculiar in many ways; No. 
1 233, a proxeny decree, distinguishes iv from lv. 

2 Cf. iVs>iVs and Is cum accus. in Oaxos. Merriam 1. 1. In Gortyna is cum 
gen. arid accus. 
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In Cyprian, o for os in 60 u : rj kc crcs 'Ovdmkcv ii 6pv£-q, iSe ttm, o i£ 
opvir/, 7T€iW 'Ova<rt\<i)i ; and also 60 25. Arcadian has no example of o 
alone used for os. orivi, 122257, is the masculine form from otis. to 
is used as a relative, 1222x4,35; rd in Cyprian, 68 4 . This breaking 
down of the old demonstrative force is found outside of Homer and 
these dialects, in Ionic (Herodotus), in the Attic poets, perhaps in 
the language of the common people of Attica (cf. C. I. A. II, 6n n ), 
in Doric, Elean, Aeolic, Thessalian, Boeotian, etc. 

4. The participle of ei/zi. Arcad. eoVros, i222 n . Cypr. im6{y)- 
Ta, 6o 9il9 ; l6(v)Ta, 6023. iu>v is pan-Hellenic (Attic w). Aeolic 
has both Zmv (Sappho 75 and on inscriptions) and hro-a (Sappho 75). 
Doric iutv, Ahrens, II, 323. 

5. Apocope of prepositions. Arcad.: trap rdv, 122240; kwt in 

KaTamp, 122243,50. Cypr. KaA.e'x £S • KaTtKatjo TLaffiioi. Pamph. »ca- 

OijSv, 1267 M . Aeolic Karra. Boeot. kcittoV (xaTa in late inscrip- 
tions). Thess. KaTTaTrtp. Heraclean irap HavSoo-iav, I, 58. Cre- 
tan -irapoixtTai, C. I. G. 305021. Delphic KaT rdv and Kardv, Cauer 2 , 
20441 and ii- Elean KaSaAcoiro. 

6. i)s third sing, imperfect: <^o- + r. Arcad. 122237. Cypr. 
K€pap.ivs ^s, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1884, p. 671. Corcyraean, I. G. A. 
3423. Sicilian (Epicharmus 73, Ahrens), Doric (Alcman in the 
Mss. frag. 24), Aeolic (in Theocritus, XXX, 16) ; cf. Boeot. irapch, 
5oo 7 . rjv, whatever may be its origin, is certainly a later form. 

7. ij, by contraction of e + e in the augment, after the expulsion of 
o-, p, or yod. Herein Doric, Arcado-Cyprian, and Aeolic, etc., are 
alike. Other vowel contractions are alike the possession of Arcado- 
Cyprian and of other dialects. E.g. : — 

a + o) = a>, a + o = a in all dialects except Ionic and in later North 
Greek, d+o, <o = d, except in Attic- Ionic. 1 a + c = -q in Arcado- 
Cyprian probably, 2 in Doric, North Greek, and in Elean ( ?) ; = a in 
Aeolic, Boeotian, and Ionic. Johansson, De verbis derivatis con- 
tractis, p. 58, is doubtful about the Arcado-Cyprian contraction of 
a + c. He, however, suggests rj. -cos from -«ros (nom. -17s) remains 
open in both dialects, and in Cyprian does not become -10s. See p. 109. 

8. c for a in iepo-. Arcad.: lepS>v, 1222^; 'lepwv, 1231, C 13, 
etc.; with laprjs in 1235. Cypr.: Upfjfos, 38 x ; lytpyj's, 33; Itplyiyav, 
60 a,, etc. iepo- obtains also in North Greek, Doric (Cretan, Laco- 
nian), Thessalian, Boeotian, Ionic- Attic, Homeric. The Aeolic Tpo* 

1 In Boeotian when d + a> contract, « is the result, eg. tSc, otherwise -a<iv. 

2 But cf. Cyprian lyaaSai and iSiira. 
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is either the descendant of tcpos or of *i<r/>os<isrr6s. The older form 
with a (cf. ishira) is Arcadian, 1 Boeotian, Thessalian, Laconian, Hera- 
clean, Messenian, Corcyraean, Cretan, and Theraean. Not only can 
we not hold with Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 14, that the a form 
is Doric solely, but we are even driven to admit that these words, 
which have long been held to be a criterion of dialect differentiation, 
are not entitled to this position from the early and wide-spread ap- 
pearance of the form with c. All necessity of assuming a "pan- 
Aeolic" Upos and a "pan-Doric" tapos, crossing in the various sub- 
dialects, is obviated by the easy supposition that in the pre-dialectal 
stage of Greek both forms existed side by side. 

9. Vocalization of f, as in Arcad. <bavihm, 1246, C 17; "tavAAeo, 
1246, A 15 ; 2 cf. cpavex KaXa in Homer, as Hartel correctly reads. Cf. 
Cypr. veo-is, vav- in l$a.v<pdp.a>, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1291, and 
in va.vapx°s> if Deecke and not Voigt is right. Cypr. vav[apx«>], 160 
(cf. 157), a title which is doubted by Voigt, B. B. IX, 171. vaov in 
No. 41. Other examples of the vocalized labial spirant are Boeot. 
'ApxevaviSas, Coll. 41310 (a Pellenian) ; vpeiyakeov • Sieppioyos ; %iv- 
yo/eis, 914, IV, A J 8 Thessal. 'Eppavov, 1300; Laconian Aauayifra, 
C. I. G. 1466 ; Aeolic, vavos, <f>avo<popoi (gramm.); Pamphyl. <f>dfios = 
<f>dos, Heraclides; cwSe (Balbilla), etc. Deecke reads itv£dpevos, 45, 
the v of which Deecke and Ahrens compare with in. G. Meyer, 
Gramm. 2 , § 239, seems to regard i as having some connection with 
vocalized p. Cf. Baunack's Studien, I, p. 16, 17, where vevidpxvos 
is read, and the explanation from I.E. Coffered. Quantitatively con- 
sidered, the examples of v>p are more frequent in the Aeolic than in 
the dialects connected with Aeolic, and more frequent in the latter 
than in Doric or Ionic. 4 Curtius holds that v>p is a proof of the 
connection of Cyprian with Thessalian and Boeotian (Kleine Schrif- 

1 Since iapfc occurs in 1 235 alone, — an inscription in North Greek, — an 
Arcadian iapiis is uncertain. Bechtel remarks that this inscription is wholly 
North Greek, with the exception of turfs. But this may point to a North Greek 
-its for -ens; cf. above, p. 79. Up- occurs about thirteen times in Arcadian, lap- 
in Cyprian is doubtful, according to Meyer, Gramm. 2 , § 94. But cf. yop<£, Hall 
iapi, 72; 'lapd(y)Sav, 118; iyapiiraros, 41. The last example, at least, is not a 
matter of dubitation. 

2 Cyprian here, *oFeV 133. 

8 The <rav- forms belong here only in case the explanation from ao be rejected; 
cf. page 65. Fuhrer and Spitzer agree in abandoning the explanation of G. Meyer, 
§ 120 (from 00). But Attic AauSmeis speaks in favor of G. Meyer. 

4 Cf. Tudeer, De digammo testimonia, 68. 
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ten, II, 156) ; that this is too narrow a view is shown by the Doric 
Kavarfifra. 

10. Aeolic, Elean, Laconian, etc., may, together with Arcado- 
Cyprian, have preserved an open e whose length, e.g. in contractions, 
appears as e (rf) . The short e sound may have become closed at a 
very early period, as in the North Greek dialects (generally) in Thes- 
salian, Boeotian, and Ionic. Again in the preservation of the open 
o in its lengthened sound (o = Ionic ov) these dialects agree. Boeo- 
tian here sides with Arcadian (but not in the accus. pi. <ovs) and 
with Cyprian (gen. -o). Thessalian at an early date adopted the 
closed sound of the lengthened o. 

11. Arcad. Tr/Xiijaxoi, Cypr. TrjXe^dvu). Cf. Boeot. neiAeorportSas 
(but also TaXe<f>dvaos) , Aeolic mrjXvi, Delphic n^AocAeas. But there 
is no proof that the form with t might not be Aeolic, as we have 
Aeolic irevre as well as Tri.fi.Trwv. It is doubtless as much a matter of 
chance that we have no case of ir followed by a dark vowel, which 
was the source of the later analogue injXvi, as it is that ttjX- does not 
appear in Aeolic. 

Arcado-Cyprian, Doric, Aeolic, Ionic. 

Loss of intervocalic 1 : Arcad. iroevro), 1222 9 ; Cypr. 'A$dva (dat.), 
62, through 'AOavaia, which is Arcadian (1202), and 'AOdvaa (Al- 
caeus, 9) ; Cretan vyiia ; Locr. dBeX<j>c6s ; Aeolic 'Y/wyvaov ; Thess. 
Tevvdoi ; Boeot. nAaraaos ; Elean ?a, owtav ; Ionic kUtol. 

Trhn is the pan-Hellenic. Aeolic Trefnre does not exist despite the 
assertion of the grammarians. See below, p. 106. 

Difference between Arcadian and Cyprian. 

We have now exhausted the cases of agreement between Arcadian 
and Cyprian, and turn to a registration of their actual differences. 

In order to present at a glance the dialect affinities of Arcadian 
and of Cyprian, in the following sections the differences between the 
two dialects will be so arranged as to give contributory evidence from 
all the other dialects with which either Arcadian or Cyprian may be 
in correspondence. Whenever an example of the phonetic law in 
question is found in either dialect, but as yet absent from the other, 
care has been taken to notice the fact. 
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I. Arcadian and Aeolic. 

1. o for a. 

St/carav, 1198; cf. Balbilla Sekoto) (dat.), 3235. The Aeolic in- 
scriptions have Sekotos twice (as in Boeotian), once in an inscription 
dating from 16 B.C., once in one in the period between 2 b.c. and 
14 a.d. Little can therefore be determined by epigraphic evidence 
whether or not that stadium of the dialect which was imitated by the 
court poetess of Hadrian had already assimilated the final syllables 
of Se'/caros to -Kovra, producing Se'/cotos. Cf. Ionic-Attic, Aeolic cikoo-i 
from -KooTos. The analogy can scarcely have been felt to be opera- 
tive in the time of Balbilla. It is certainly remarkable if the mere 
desire on her part to tinge her poems with an archaic flavor had 
resulted in the creation of form which actually appears in a dialect 
in many particulars akin to Aeolic. 

There is no instance in the numerals of o for a in Cyprian. De- 
spite SeKorav, Arcadian holds with Boeotian a in -xao-ioi (Boeot. -/ca- 

TlOl) . 

Note. — On for a in Arcad. 'EKord/iBoia, see p. 105. 

2. Refusal to weaken c to 1 before vowels. 

The Aeolic cases, except perhaps the gen. yAv/aos, are all capable 
of another explanation. A ground form xpvo-e-to-s with accent on 
the ultimate (cf. d^>(c)i'£ios) may produce xpwrios through xpw(£)ios. 
The loss of intervocalic 1 is amply attested for all Hellenic dialects. 
yXviuos may perhaps represent a yXtiKc(/r)tos. On Cyprian t<e 
before vowels, see p. 109. 

2. The terminations -a«ri and -oto-t have sometimes been regarded 
Aeolic. The infrequency of their appearance in Homer in compari- 
son with the growth of -ats and -ots is indicative of an obsolescent 
formation ; their prevalence in Aeolic literature and inscriptions, and 
their sparse appearance in Ionic (except Herodotus) and in Attic 
seemed to point a form that, quantitatively considered, might be called 
Aeolic. Arcadian 'AActoto-i, 1183, is the only example of -oto-t in this 
dialect. It has been supposed that No. 1183 was of Elean origin, 
but -oto-t offers no support to this belief, as the Elean form is invari- 
ably -ots or -otp. See Kirchhoff, Alphabet, 4 159. I regard -oto-t as 
pan-Hellenic, not Aeolic, and 'AAaoto-t as the sole survival in Arcadian 
of the locative case form, which in every Greek dialect gave place 
gradually to the instrumental -oi<s~>-ois. 'AAaoTo-t cannot be a loan 
formation, since -o« was the accepted form in every neighboring dia- 
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lect at the time of this inscription (about 400) . With the exception 
of the form for H the alphabet is pre-Ionic. With the realization of 
the fact that -010-1 and -01s are totally distinct case-forms, the attempt 
to extirpate -ot.cn from Homer falls to the ground, -cus and -01s are 
the forms in Cyprian, Thessalian, and in Boeotian (except No. 744, 
ieivouri, an epic reminiscence) . -own. occurs in Doric only in poetry. 

4. ^/uWoi, 122225, with its 0-0- seems to recall Aeolic lcro-o-0ioun, 
311 is, of which the ground-form is found in Cretan p\uTp6-jjMpov 
(Gortyn. X, 50) = Skt. vicu-. It is preferable, however, to regard the 
form with 0-0- as pan-Hellenic, and sporadic in the Greek dialects. 
rj/jucro-ov occurs on a Chalcidian inscription, according to Ditten- 
berger, Hermes, XVI, 1 73. Where there is but a single <r, this may 
also arise from o-p- ; and there is no need to assume a parallel stem, 
fijuo-o-. In North Greek we have >J/uo-os in Phocis and in Delphi 
( Anecd. Delph. 38 (late) ) ; rj/uo-o-ov is, however, also Delphic ; 
cf. Wescher-Foucart, 126^, 213 n . Aeolic alpwimv (sic, and not 
al/ucrew), 2i3 9ill . The Cyprian form of 10-os is 2/reio-os, 68. 

5. Traces of Aeolic tpCXmcns cannot be discovered. ' 'AA/aWa>, not 
'AXx-> since the spiritus asper of hnros is secondary. The same may 
be said of HXao-rkpos from the older icpos (ishird), despite HiepoV, 
12572. Were any distinct traces present of the Arcadians having 
been xj/iXwtlkoi, as the Lesbians and Eleans, nothing would be proved 
as to their nearer connection, since even on the hypothesis of a 
North Aeolic dialect (Lesbian, Thess., Boeot.) the ^iAoktcs of the 
Lesbians has to be referred to a period after the withdrawal of the 
Lesbic Aeolians. 

II. Arcadian and Thessalian. 

In Arcadian we have -w added to the demonstrative stem forma- 
tion tuv[v]i, 122253. With this particle is connected the Thessalian -v€ 
in rove rovweovv toiVcos. This vt is a result of the abstraction of 
v + 1 (18) from such cases as rov-i (8) , t<h»-i (8) , t<ov-i(S) ; this -n was 
then added to tov (above). It is probable that Thessalian -vc is 
nothing more than this -n(8), though no sufficient reason can be 
adduced for the substitution of « for i. 1 The Thessalians appear to 
have had a fondness for the c sound ; cf. Sic for Sid, /3eXAaTci for /5ov\tj- 
toi. Reference has already been made (p. 68) to the -v of Cyprian 
genitive singular (apyvpw) and to its possible connection with this 
-vi or -ve. 

1 Baunack, Studien, p. 56, and note, page 68 above. 
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The form fStWura renders apparent a tendency in each dialect to 
change ran, the personal ending of the middle, though the result is 
different. Arcad. -toi (ivStKa^ijTot, 1 2 2 2 M ; yimfroi, I222 5 ; riraKToi ; 
122244). Thessal. -t« (/SeXAtiTci) . 

The treatment of vowel + nasal + s in the different dialects is so 
varied that it is impossible to construct any system that shall take as 
its starting-point the ground-form (e.g. ov%, ovs) and nevertheless 
make clear the difference, in the treatment of this ground-form, 
between dialects that are otherwise patently allied to each other. In 
no one particular do the so-called Aeolic dialects diverge more 
widely : — 

ays oys 



Aeolic . . 


iraiaa, Tats 


/xoiau, rots 


Thessalian . 


xaWa 
Ta/atas 


Tayos 


Boeotian . 


. Spax/ias 


1(0 eras 


Arcadian . 


tpywyiycras 
8apX/xas 


tos iTrurvvuTTa/ifvoi 


Cyprian . . 


. Tas 


TtoS? 


Elean . . 


. jj.val's /was iracra 
Kara^iaip 


TOip 



The quantity of -as in Thessalian and Arcadian is supposed to be 
short 1 ; in Boeotian, long. See Prellwitz, De dialecto Thessalica, p. 

32. 33- 

The Cyprian to • se • is generally transcribed in Greek as tws, 

doubtless on the analogy of e • mi as 17/011, and from the assumed 
Doric character of compensatory lengthening in Cyprian. We have, 
however, no warrant for accepting rais to the prejudice of either 
to(v)s or, more probably, to's. If the parent Arcadian had tos, it is 
difficult to see how the influence of neighboring Doric speech could 
have been so powerful as to have displaced so common a form. 
Deecke formerly wrote tovs (Curt. Stud. VII, 1875), as Cauer, in 
Wochens. fur kl. Philol. 1884, p. 99; but in his Delectus 2 , to's. 
But an Arcadian prototype is not as authoritative a criterion as might 
be desired, from the fact that both tos and Kt\euWo-i exist side by side, 
though the latter, however, is a later form. 

The dialects of Argos and of Crete are extremely instructive as 

1 Brugmann, Grundr. § 205, Anm. 2, assumes that the o was long. At the 
period when -cti became -vai there was no possibility of the v disappearing, since 
the movement which created Sapx/us had spent itself. 
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regards the chronology of -avs, -as, -ovs, -os. In the older inscriptions 
of each dialect we find -avs and -ovs ; 1 in the later monuments, -as 
and -os. Hence any dialect which long preserved vs does not offer 
any trace of the influence of v when it disappeared at a compara- 
tively late date in the development of the dialect. But in those 
dialects in which v vanished at an early date, compensatory lengthen- 
ing serves to attest that early disappearance. Now were we certain 
of the Cyprian forms ia>(v)o-i or iWi, f|o(v)o-i or I£o)o-t (cf. p. 66), 
we might better compare Arcadian and Cyprian. If both preserved 
vo-i (cf. Arcad. KeAeiWo-i) , the Arcadian and Cyprian forms would 
be rds and -ras, of which the former is actually preserved. Common 
usage, however, dictates Cyprian t<os, the parallel to which would be 
ras. 

The Doric dialect with its ds and as, a>s and os show that both 
forms may coexist in prose and in verse. 2 

A comparison of indisputable forms suggests that Arcadian finds 
its nearest parallel in Thessalian among the dialects nearer akin to 
Aeolic, and in Doric (Argos, Crete, etc.). No one has as yet, I be- 
lieve, committed himself to the statement that Arcadian rds is a loan 
form from a Doric dialect in which tots was long preserved, but 
finally passed into rds. 

Note i. — The difference between the dialects in their treatment of v + 
secondary a at the end and between vowels is briefly this : In Arcadia and 
Thessalia this vs is preserved intact In a part of Crete and in Argos this vs 
is preserved intact, as also final v + s. In all other dialects the nasal sound 
is expelled, leaving t + s in Aeolic and in the rest s with preceding compensa- 
tory lengthening. But the relations of Arcadian and Cyprian are peculiar 
if the Cyprian form is in reality rds, since, with KeKtvavcri and t6s, we have 
all three forms. An Arcado-Cyprian tAs and KeKeiuvai are reconcilable, but 
not an Arcado-Cyprian MAeiWcri and rds. If, however, Xwai and rds are the 
Cyprian forms, Cyprian appears to have followed its own dictation, and there 
is no Arcado-Cyprian common form. 

Note 2. — In Searot Arcadian has lost f, as Thessalian in iroTeSeVro. Cf. 
Aeolic $cva>; Attic Selrirtu, C. I. A. II, 16743, 48 (334~3 2 5 B.C.). 

1 This orthography may be merely a traditional representation of the ground- 
form; and as, os may have been spoken. 

2 as in Doric can be attested in poetry alone; os occurs in Crete, Thera, Cy- 
rene, Cos, etc. 
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Arcadian and Boeotian. 

There are no specific points of contact between Arcadian 
and Boeotian. Their joint correspondences are of little value 
for the purpose of proving any direct relationship. 

1. Dat. = loc. in -01. 

This is in reality pan- Hellenic, and has been assumed to be in use 
in Cyprian parallel to mi, u>. See p. 73. Arcadian and Boeotian meet 
here solely in the fact that they have preserved a greater number of 
cases of -01 than any other dialect. -01 recurs in North Greek, later 
Elean, and Eretrian. In Doric and Attic-Ionic the -ot forms are 
held in check by the regular dative in -<m. Cf. p. 100. 

2. Arcadian shares with Boeotian, but chiefly with Doric, the 
imperative ending -vrm. See p. 95. 

3. Arcadian: dv in dvaAcJ/Aaow, i222 41 ; dyKapv<r[o-6vrto], 1222 19 ; 
dvtOrjKe, 1225 ; dveOev, 1229. 

dv does not occur alone, nor is dvd found. 

The Cyprian form is ov in dveOrjKe, 72, 74, 75, 120; ovt^ijK«v, 
Tamassus, Berl. Phil. Wochensch., 1886, p. 1323 (we'0i?Ke, 45, is 
doubtful). Either the Koivr/ form dvd or the Doric dv appears in 
dvedrjKt, 17, 76. 

Cyprian herein ranks with Aeolic : oyKapwaeru, 304 a 37 ( Aeolic 
has in later inscriptions the koivj? form) ; and with Thessalian : l dv- 
ypa<j>a, 361 aU . Boeotian has the Doric dv and the koivij dvd. Elean 
has dvd as Ionic-Attic. This variation of Arcadian from Cyprian is 
one of the most salient differences between the two dialects, which, 
especially in the form and use of the prepositions, have preserved 
intact their kinship to the latest times. It is certainly surprising that 
dv in Arcadian should be due to Doric influence, whereas dirv and 
U, cum dativo, have been preserved. 

4. £ for the common o in 'Ep^o/ie'vioi, 1 2 1 2 ; cf. Boeot. 'Ep^oju.«vos, 
the epichoric name of the Boeotian and of the Arcadian city. This 
too has been held to be an example of the general fondness for cp 
among dialects of Aeolic coloring. The interrelation of ep and op in 
this and similar words {e.g. Boeot. tpt<j>Ca and Tpo<f>ui) has not yet 
been clearly made out. 

5. Arcadian and Boeotian stand nearer in the gen. sing. A decl. 
(Arcad. -av ; Boeot. -ao, seldom a) than do Arcadian and Thessal. 

1 Thessaliotis and Histraeotis have &vd. 
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(a) or Arcadian and Aeolic (a). The traces of -ao in Cyprian are 
sporadic, cf. p. 65. 

6. On Arcadian and Boeotian 0edpds, see p. 98. The Arcadian 
and Boeotian a in -«atriot, -Karioi, is a survival of the original form 
in a (see p. 99), and therefore no special mark of interrelation. 

7. «/Mra<w, 1234 (about 200 b.c), an inscription almost entirely 
Hellenistic ; iWao-iv, 1 233 ; cf. Boeot. hmamv about twenty-five times ; 
Zimo-iv only 492 10 , 7199! Doric- Aeolic, lyKT^o-is. Cf. also 'Apurro- 

irdputv, I23I c7 , 124843. 

8. The Arcadian dialect displays the same variation in the form of 
the name of Dionysus as is observable in other dialects ; Aiow<ti<i>, 
120312; Awoiwios, 1246, A 4. Neither Aidwo-os or Aiwwo-os ap- 
pears on any Cyprian monument. It is impossible to discover any 
dialect affinities in the varying forms of the Attic Aidyucros. Zov- 
kihtos, Lesb. ; Aidwuo-os, Thessal ; Aiowoaiav, Cretan ; Aiowo-dow- 
pos, Lesb. ; Aiovwrios, Thessal. Homer, Auiwo-os (except A. 325), 
which cannot be Doric, nor Ionic if compensatory lengthening from 
oor took place, since Ionic never has <o for ov, nor ever had it, accord- 
ing to Johansson, p. 66. Pindar too has Aidiwos once, Isth. VII, 5. 
Boeot., Aidvucros; Elean, Aiovuo-kxkois ; Heracl., Atdwcros; Teos, 
Aidvwos j Rhodes, Aiowaiaarav ; Aetol., Atdvucros J Aiwvixros in 
Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, Pindar, the tragedians, Theocritus. 

It is therefore probable that, as in the case of Poseidon, the Greek 
language possessed originally double forms of this name, to explain 
which has baffled all efforts. Solmsen, K. Z., XXIX, 39, objects with 
justice to Baunack's explanation from Si-ovi>xi°s> but fails to offer any 
more convincing suggestion than that Aidvucros had an o- interposed 
from Aids by popular etymology. 

With Boeotian (and with Laconian), Arcadian possesses the 01 
diphthong in Iloo-oioavos, Roberts, No. 276. Cf. Boeot. noToi[8]a- 
C'XosD ; Lac. Ilooioaia. 



Arcadian, Thessalian, Boeotian. 

^■ts from y^es in purr mo, i203 18 ; Thessal. 'ItrtrTicu£[i]os; Boeot. 
'Io-o-Tiai&xs. This proves no necessary connection between these dia- 
lects, as the change of c + o- + cons. + 1 to 1 + o- + cons. + 1 occurs 
in Ionic, Locrian, Laconian, Cretan, and in Heraclean ; and is not 
of very early date. It is so restricted geographically that it can 
scarcely be called pan-Hellenic. See Collitz in A. J. P., VII, 216. 
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The Attic eorux has not been imported into Aeolic (Coll. 2i5 47i48 ) 
as has been assumed. In Attic c<tt- is found upon the more ancient 
inscriptions. Cf. pp. 91, 109. 

Arcadian, Aeolic, Thessalian, Boeotian. 

Inflection of pure verbs according to the -px class. £a/uovTes, 
1 222 50 ; £a/uo>[{r]0<D, 122228, not £a/u<xr#<D ; from *£a/u'a>/u, rather 
than from *£a/uo + eaOw ; £a/udvT«>, i222 17 (cf. Johansson, p. 57) ; 
TToivru), i222 9 ; o-j T€<f>av<i)T<i>, Le Bas, 33145 (not in Collitz) ; dSiKij/te- 
vos, 1222 4 ; dSiKtWa, 12224 j [eAAav] o&ikovtw, 1257]]. The eo> in- 
flection has, however, not been entirely superseded ; cf. SWeAei, 
1252. Aeol. <j>i\rjfievos ; Boeot. doWi/wos, at least at the time of 
Aristophanes ; cf. Ach. 884. There is no certain example of the 
"Aeolic" inflection in Cyprian. Cyprian KaTtp6pK<av, 60, is explained 
by Deecke as coming from Ka&opKtu ; by Johansson from KarapopKow. 
This inflection obtains also in North Greek: Delphic, Troieijaevos ; 
Locrian, KaA.eiju.evos; Elean, Ka(8)8a.\rjp.tvos (Pamphylian, /JwAi/fiews, 
may be from -a + e/m-os). See A. J. P. VII, 441, where I have held 
that these forms cannot constitute a line of demarcation between dif- 
ferent dialects. Johansson, De derivatis verbis contractis, p. 45, has 
shown that this so-called Aeolic inflection does not support any con- 
nection between North Greek and Thessal.-Lesb. He and Brug- 
mann, Gramm., § 118, explain these parallel forms to e-o-/tevos, as 
originating from e- (1) e-/x.evos ; cf. Osthoff", M. U. I, 212. 

The fondness for the strong form ep appears in £epe#pa, SepeOpov, 
'EptW, derivations from Oepo-os, e.g. Arcad. ©epo-«w, 1224, 1231, B 13 ; 
©epo-i'Xaos, Paus. VIII, 32, 1. Aeolic ®ep<rnnros, 304. Thessal. ®ep<rovv, 
©epo-ios, Paus. V, 9, 1; Oepo-Mnros. Boeot. ©epcrdvSpt^os, etc. 1 Neither 
6tp<r- nor Oapa- (Opao--) occurs on any Cyprian inscription hitherto 
discovered ; but in derivatives of KpeVos Cyprian ranks with Arcadian 
in possessing both the strong and the weak form. 2 It is an impor- 
tant point that only in the earlier inscriptions of dialects connected 
with Aeolic, in which the Kotvrj dialect has not forced an entrance, 
does this strong form come to light. From Doric inscriptions it is 
practically absent. 3 Quantitatively speaking, it is far more frequent 

1 Cf. Homeric 'AXtieptrris. 

2 Cf. also Cyprian %p or ?p(o), ground form of &pa, j>&, or Up. Tepx vl !/ a > ^9g, 
19, 22 (cf. Tpi\voi), appears also to have the strong form. 

8 9cp<r- in a few Spartan proper names. Bepa- rarely in Attic-Ionic ; a Corcy- 
raean BtpirlKoxos, Paus. 6, 13, 6. 
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in dialects of Aeolic coloring. The influence of Doric or Attic is 
seen in Arcadian in ®pao-«as, 1231, €20,39, 1250; ©pacmnros, i249 10 ; 
©p]a<nj/«;8eos, 1231, A33; ©paow, 1189, A 35. See p. 70 for -Kparrp. 
In Thessalian Oapa- is less, in Boeot. more, frequent than Oepo--. It 
is, perhaps, more advisable to assume the influence of contiguous 
cantons, rather than suppose that the force of case levelling, which 
produced Homeric KapTos and KpoVos, had been kept alive with such 
tenacity as, in the second century B.C., to generate the weak forms. 
It should, however, not be suppressed that older and younger forms 
might haye existed side by side until the latter proved all-powerful. 
The long life of older formations is seen in Tpw.Ka.cnoi = Doric Tptaxa- 
Tibt, whereas a has given place to o in Aeolic, Ionic, Attic, and, in 
fact, as early as the time of Homer. 

Note. — 4irt(ap4a, Arcadian, according to Eust. 909 2 „ is, however, also used 
by Euripides; cf. Bapvs. No strong form is in use. 

The cases of retention of ep should all be classed together, as 
Cyprian cannot be said to show any marked divergence here from 
the other dialects of the " Aeolic " type. 

Arcadian and Ionic. 

av may be either Doric or Ionic. It is certainly not Aeolic. It 
occurs in conjunction with Kt in Homer, and in Arcadian alone. 1 

« sixteen times in 1222, and in no other inscription. There is no 
trace of ai, which occurs in older Doric, Elean, Aeolic, Boet. (^), 
Homer (ai ««, at yap, olOe) . Is al in Homer also Ionic ? tl is Ionic 
and Attic, and often met with in later Doric inscriptions ; once in 
Heraclean, I, 127. ai : el : : svai, Osc. : si < svei, according to G. 
Meyer, § 113. For a discussion on ai, a, and Cypr. r\, see above, 
p. 72. 

Allusion has been made on pp. 89, 109 to the stem Jot (/rior) for 
io-T-, found in Arcadian, Homer, Herod., Thessalian, Boeotian, and 
Doric. 

Note. — A curious mixture of Arcadian and Ionic is found in Cauer" 2 , No. 
537; cf. Roehl, 532, 533; Fick., Odyssee, p. 10 : Vl«r<rii]nos poucfwy 4yTeyip\ 
[0toTs Tain"\v (col Beais wdaats. . . . 

1 For an assumed possible case in Cyprian, see p. 72. 
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Arcadian and Doric. 

Many of the instances of parallelism between Doric and 
Arcadian will, upon close examination, be found to consist of 
phenomena which are pan-Hellenic, or existing merely to a 
greater extent in Doric than in other dialects. As a large 
number of the phenomena of Arcadian has been claimed as 
Doric, I have thought it proper to discuss their assumed 
Doric character in the following sections. 

1. Compensatory lengthening. <j>0rjp<i>v, i222 ]7 ; lyKexvPV KO h 
1222 12 , from lyxwv"; the Arcadian counterpart of Attic lyxapiw, cf. 
tKtxvP" 1 m Delphic, Cauer 2 , 204^49. <j>6ipai, 12223, and <f>0rjpa>v 
stand in such irreconcilable contrast that it is probable the c of the 
former is due to an orthographical slip, though as a rule No. 1222 is 
remarkably free from blunders. Another case where an error on the 
part of the engraver has been assumed is ouuciaXvaa. See p. 101 for 
a discussion of this form. <j>$lpai<.*<f>6epaax is supposed by Brand, 
p. 75, to have descended from a "pan-Aeolic" period, in which 
* t <j>$ipaai existed, and in the same way as <copa from Koppa ; cf. below, 
note 3. If p + a was long retained, Brand maintains the expulsion 
of o- would be followed by no lengthening of the preceding vowel. 
pa- (and Xa ?) certainly did hold ground longer than did vcr, /*s. Thus, 
for example, (Ktipc must be explained as an analogue to Iktuvc, and 
cKcpo-t as a survival of the pan- Hellenic period. As pa- became pp at 
an early date in Aeolic (though it was preserved in Ionic and old 
Attic) , and as there is not a single example of the simplification of 
this pp, no twisting will make <f>$ipa.i out of <j>6eppax. Nor is there 
any instance of the direct expulsion of a from pa. As pa is "retained 
in the aorist in poetry alone, except in case of the Cyprian eicepae, 31, 
32, Thessalian nopa offers no support to Brand's hypothesis. 

'Ap.r)vca$, 1242, and 'kp.~]avlav, 1231, A 38, are irreconcilable forms 
in one and the same dialect. Either one or the other form is a loan 
form or contains an error of the stone-cutter. If we collect the evi- 
dence from the other Greek dialects as to the character of the sound 
preceding the v of a^ivtav, it appears that there is testimony in favor 
of «i as a genuine and as a spurious diphthong. EI is written C. I. A., 
I, 3 2 4 c; 1381; 44634; 4474?; 40 is- In Roehl, 372^ (Styra), 390 
(Amorgos), EI also occurs. But Cyprian 'Ap.r/viya, 60 18 , speaks in 



Vol. xviii.] The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. 93 

favor of an Arcado-Cyprian *ait.yva>v. On Boeotian inscriptions we 
find 'A/i.avoKA.«os, 571 ; 'A/xaviao, 571, and 807,4, appendix; 'Afuc[yo]- 
k\«os, 549 3 , — all of the period of Ionic alphabet. But one form 
with EI antedates the introduction of the new alphabet : 'A~\/j.avo- 
KAttae, 902. Of the twenty-five forms with 'Pi.fjj.v-, but one ('A/uvo- 
(cXe'eis, 914, III, 8) is written in the older alphabet, and but one in 
the transitional period ('A/uraoao, 700 10 ) . All the others are in the 
Ionic alphabet. Meister (Dial. I, 222) holds incorrectly that the 
forms in « are from 17, which arose by compensatory lengthening 
thus failing to account for the EI of the old Attic alphabet. 

In no period of the Greek language which is free from itacism 
(and Arcadian has but two examples — ttXtjOi. Ipavai 1 — of the ita- 
cistic stage) is there any interrelation between genuine 17 and gen- 
uine a. 2 It is only in the age of Augustus that we find an rj for «, 
an rj wnich is distinctly due to Latin influence. 3 Nor does Cyprian, 
despite its frprut, change genuine a to rj, as Deecke maintains. See 
p. 115. It is nevertheless true that there are cases in which -q and a 
appear side by side, as in Arcadian, nXeurnepos, 1181, A 30; II A.^- 
oriepos, 1249^; IIA«ot[ou], 12523 and II]A»7o-Tapxos, 12495. 4 Here 
the « is undoubtedly as genuine as that of aptivotv. Cf. Roehl, 119 I0 , 
532, 62 a Add. ; C. I. A. I, 40 51 , 55, 64 b 12 - It is conceivable that by 
shifting, the 17 of *ir\i;-ui>j> forced its entrance into the superlative 
7r\£lo-Tos<*n-A.i7-io-Tos, but in the case of 'A/j.iyvtas 'Aprp/iya, there 
is no point of departure for an rj to supplant the original «. The 
difficulties in the way of explaining these irregular forms are enhanced 
by the fact that the etymology of apdva>v is still uncertain. 5 Latin 
manus, Sanscrit samana, Lithuanic aimieus or mamas, have been 
tried and found wanting. The comparison of melius is certainly to 
be rejected, amoenus seems to explain the mutation vowel as EI, 
but its source is as obscure as that of the Greek word. 

Doric procedure is also adopted in the unique fyax < «V + vox, 
i222 ]0 , 12332 [12573], with the spurious rj of rifnev, which is Cretan, 
Heraclean, Elean, Boeot. (clfxcv = ijiuv) , and also late Laconian. 

1 T]pl)va or lipdva demanded by Spitzer, p. 34, are impossibilities. 

2 Thus reBeiKa is not from Tt'ffrjKa, but from analogy to etxa. rj in 'EX-^Owa for 
'EAtWuia does not occur till the itacistic period. G. G. A., 1887, p. 442. 

8 Meisterhans, p. 22. 

4 KAEtc'os, Roberts, No. 282 = Coll. 1 200, is uncertain. For other forms in 
irAei — and jrArj — cf. below, p. 115. 

6 Meinck, De epenthesi graeca, 18-20, is unsatisfactory. 
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-vox belongs to Homeric, Attic, and Ionic, but in no instance to 
Doric. See p. 69. 

Note i. — If 1j-r<u is not from *c<ry<u, as seems probable, it may be a new 
formation from ■/j-fiev. This view is suggested by G. Meyer, and accepted with 
hesitation by Solmsen, K. Z., XXIX, 71. 

Note 2. — Arcadian Jevo- is met with in the beginning of seventeen proper 
names and in two at the end. If Arcadian follows the laws of Doric compen- 
satory lengthening, we should expect ^i\vo-, or later (etvo-, from a base JepFo-, 
which occurs frequently in other dialects. In fact, as Doric has both {jji/o- 
and £€ro-, North Greek |«j/o- and |eco-, Boeotian Jeixo-, we are either com- 
pelled to assume a double formation Je><Fo- and Jew, or to hold that when 
F remained till a late period, it could disappear without leaving any trace of its 
former existence; but if the F of j<F disappeared in certain dialects at a very 
early period, in certain words it produced either w or compensatory lengthening 
of the preceding vowel. In poetry, however, the reduction of a geminated 
liquid or nasal may always ensue. Polybius, IV, 3, gives as a leader of the 
Aetolians Aopl/taxos (cf. C. I. G. 941, Attic). But we find Awpi/iaxos in an 
Acarnanian inscription, Coll. 1389. Ahrens' views (II, 171) on this point must 
be modified. The Attic form may have arisen from |«Vfos, it is true, but a Doric 
archetypal form (evFos can never have resulted in £evo-. Cyprian has no cer- 
tain instance of any form of the word £ivos. In Hall, Rev. No. 10 (A. O. S., 
XI, 235), a very doubtful inscription is read either fckcSii/ fe'Epom or t& feVo 
"Epwri (Ippo(i')Ti), the character xe • having no middle stroke. 

Note 3. — A similar violation of Doric laws of compensatory lengthening 
appears to exist in MeAtxfoi, Cauer, 2 464; Brugmann (Gramm. § 137), and 
Cauer, ad loc, hold that <pBepca and MeXixfoi are to be explained alike. Though 
it can be shown that the regular procedure of Doric in adopting a purely quan- 
titative change of the a e sounds in compensatory lengthening and in contrac- 
tion with themselves, is more frequently violated than is generally supposed, in 
this case the analogy of MeXtxfait for Arcad. <p6epa.i is worthless. Wilamowitz 
has referred the inscription to Arcadia (Zeits. f. Gymnasialwesen, XXXI, 
648), but this has not been adopted by Bechtel, doubtless on the ground that 
the dative in -m is contrary to the genius of the dialect. 

As regards the possible unity between all the " Aeolic " dialects, it cannot 
be shown on the score of Arcadian possessing f (i.e. e open) that the Arca- 
dians left the assumed common home before Lesbians, Thessalians, and Boeo- 
tians changed e to e Q closed), since it cannot even be demonstrated that the 
three latter peoples did effect such a change either at one period or in the 
same place. Whether aireppa had become oirfipw (open e) in the Doric dia- 
lects by the time that the Arcadians are held to have reached Arcadia in 
their supposed prehistoric immigration from the north, whether the Arcadians 
adopted this avipw instead of their traditional aireppa, or whether they them- 
selves abandoned their aneppa of their own accord, can never be settled. It 
is probable, as far as the so-called Aeolic dialects are concerned, that they all 
possessed the form mippa before their separation (assuming for the moment 
the breaking up of an original unity); whereas the Doric dialect before its 
division must have already accepted <nri\pai. 
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2. Third plural imperative in -vr<a. 

The examples in question occur in 1222 alone: StayvoV™, 1. 8; 1 
itoivru), 9 ; £afu6vTti>, 17 ; ayKa.pwr\<ravTm~\, 19 ; ivayovrio, 19. 

This termination of the imperative recurs in inscriptions of La- 
conia, Delphi, Messenia (Andania), and Rhodes. Cf. Boeot. oinrep&i- 
ki6v0<o, etc. The Lesbian termination is -vrov (otci^ovtov, Karaypev- 
tov). 

3. Sa/uopyoC, 1 181 9 , recalls the same form in Messenian (Cauer, 2 
47n9), Achaean (Cauer, 2 274 ; C. I. G. 1542^, 154321, 156732), Locrian 
(Coll. 1479, J 48o), Megarian (Bull, de Corr. Hellen. IX, 269, and 
Cauer, 2 io4 19 ), which was written under the dominion of the Achaean 
league; 3 and in inscriptions from Cnidus (Cauer, 2 166, 167^ 9 ), 
Telos (Cauer, 2 169), Rhodes (doubtful, as Sa/aiOYT»?o-as is found, 
Cauer, 2 187, and Sa/uoiyjyijoas, Foucart, Rev. Arch. XIV, 3^, n. 59, 
Camirus). 4 Safuopyio-uxra is met with in Pamphylian (Collitz, 1260 
and 1261 ; cf. also 'Okovrioi in Cretan, C. I. G. 25543). While more 
abundant on Doric territory, the existence of the vowel shortening 
before two consonants in Ionic must free this Arcadism from the sus- 
picion of being herein tinged with a Doric peculiarity. As a matter 
of fact, Sa/uwpyds occurs in Doric, 5 Locrian (according to Roehl, 
322 15 = Coll. 1479, where Bechtel has o), and in Elean (Roehl, 
1 22 2 = Coll. 1 1 70). Cauer has attempted, in the Wochens. fur 
klass. Phil., 1885, n. 26, to read lafuopyia for £a/ua>pyia in Elean. 
The reading of Blass (No. 1152) is, however, not to be rejected; 
cf. also '07r]ovr<W (Roehl, 321), for 'Oirmvritov, Curt. Studien, III, 238. 

Note. — The explanation of long vowel + sonant + consonant becoming 
short vowel 4- sonant + consonant is amply satisfactory (see Johansson, De 
derivatis verbis contractis, p. 20; Osthoff, M. U. I, 238; Perfect, 84, 196, etc.), 
and distinctly preferable to the assumption of a karmadharaya compound, 

4. Arcadian and Boeotian dv = dv<£, as in Doric. Brand, De dia- 
lectis Aeolicis, p. 43, attributes the presence of dv in both these 
idioms to Doric influence. This cannot, however, be made out with 
any certainty. See p. 88. 

1 This form occurs I. G. A. 68, on the Laconian inscription from Tegea. 

2 Ahrens, I, 234, called the o for a/ov here a peculiarity of Achaean. 
8 An Achaean magistrate is referred to. 

* Cauer restores Saptopyis in a much mutilated inscription from Argos (Delec- 
tus, No. 48). 

6 Sa/uoupy6s in the so-called Doris Mitior, C. I. G. 1 193. 
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5 . Infinitive in -ev. 1/j.tfmivev (or ipxptiivev) , 1 2 2 2 24 j lirripua^ev, 
122249; virapxev, 122253. This form is not attested outside of Tegea. 
The Cyprian e • ke • ne • is the subject of much dispute. Deecke 
reads txv v > Johansson e\ev, doubtless to establish an Arcado-Cyprian 
ground-form in -ev, which is very tempting. Until the question is 
definitely settled, I have not compared an Arcado-Cyprian e\ev with 
a Doric l^c. This termination has come to light in Cretan, Hera- 
clean, Theraean, and in Delphic, though Cauer, 2 204, contains the only 
example in the last-named dialect. dvaypa.<j>ev in Locrian, Coll. 1508, 
is perhaps a slip. It will, however, be necessary to reconstruct our 
ideas as to the diffusion of this infinitive ending, which will have to 
be regarded as pan-Hellenic, if we can obtain an absolutely certain 
example of its appearance in Ionic. At present, however, 6<pel\ev 
(Cauer, 2 5 2 7 = Bechtel, Ionische Inschriften, No. 71) is the only 
example we possess. Bergmann, who first published the inscription, 
wrote 6<pei\ev ; Cauer, 6<f>ei\t(i)v ; Spitzer (p. 54), <o<peikev. Bechtel 
places the inscription in the fourth century, on account of the use of E 
for the spurious diphthong, thus reading 6<j>iikav. For a discussion 
of the origin of the infinitive -v and -ev, see Johansson, p. 202. 

6. It has been assumed that both Arcadian and Cyprian have $ in 
the aorist of -£w verbs. In proof thereof, Arcad. Tra.pira£u>v<n, 122228 
(from iraperd^a), according to Gelbke, p. 38, and not from Traparda-a-w, 
as Bergk maintains) is adduced, together with Cyprian i£ 6pv£r), 60 12 . 
The latter form is referred by Curtius, Verbum, 2 II, 298, to i$op%w 
and op/ros, and explained as the equivalent of Attic l£opi<ry. This 
explanation was adopted by Deecke and Sigismund (Stud. VII, 252) ; 
but Deecke has now retracted his former statement, and derived 
«£ dpvir), as he writes the word, from 6pvrTo>. wpiverv, 1 26, Karta-Ktv- 
paa-e, 31, speak against a Doric £ in Cyprian. 

The peculiarity of the Doric dialects in their treatment of -£<■> 
verbs is this : when -£<■> arises from a non- guttural stem, Doric follows 
the analogy of the guttural stems, and has £ in the future and aorist. 
But Ionic-Attic has a- even when the verbal stem ended in a guttural, 
thus following the analogy of the dental stems. Sutpira^aK in Aeolic 
(Coll. 281) is therefore a survival of the original formation, which 
even in Homer had yielded to the o- form (tfpirao-c by the side of 
i?pira&) ; cf. Cauer, in Sprachw. Abhand. hervorgeg. aus Curtius' 
Gramm. Gesellschaft, p. 147. 

Note. — The method of affecting compensatory lengthening, h> for &.vd, and 
the presence of { in the aorist of a verb with ( in the present stem, are the 



Vol. xviii.] The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. 97 

only cases in Arcadian of contact between that dialect and those phenomena 
which have been held to be the characteristic marks of all the dialects of the 
Doric type, and to separate them from all others. There is no case of -ti, of 
the future in -iai or -ew, as in ir/jofi'w irpafeis, or of -pes for -fnv. 

In many cases where Doric influence has been assumed, the phe- 
nomenon in question is in reality originally pan- Hellenic, but in the 
course of time has come to be the possession of a limited number of 
dialects. Thus, for example, we find the dual in Arcadian, cj>i\e, 
1242, iWav^oSiKWToiv, 1257U. 1 See Fick, G. G. A., 1883, p. 120; 
Roberts, No. 285. The fact of the early disappearance of the dual 
from Aeolic is not to be urged against a possible relationship between 
Aeolic and Arcadian, in favor of a closer connection between Doric 
and Arcadian. 

'AttcAAiW, i 190, based upon 'A?re\Aa>v, suggests Doric influence. 
'AttcAAw is ascribed to the Dorians by Herodian (II, 418, 25), and 
is found extensively upon Doric monuments (Crete, Laconia, Pam- 
phylia, Megara, Syracuse) ; 'A7reXAa?os occurs in Crete, Heraclea, 
Delphi ; Pamph. 'A-n-tXwva. Were it not, however, for the existence 
of parallel names in Tenos, Colophon, Chios, Teos, Naucratis (Gard- 
ner's Naucratis, I, plate XXXII, 104), this Arcadian 'AttcAAiW might 
be held to be a loan form, especially as the Ionic, Attic, Aeolic, Boeo- 
tian, Cyprian (with the exception mentioned below) 'Air6\\<ov pre- 
vails in Arcadia. The existence at the same time in one and the 
same dialect of the mutation forms 'AweWtov and 'Air6\\<ov shows 
that in the period antedating the division into dialects, both forms 
must have existed, and that either one or the other was preferred 
in different parts of Greece, 2 though not to the entire exclusion of the 
other. A third form, "AirAw, is found in Thessalian ( AirAovn) alone 
(cf. p. 108) ; a fourth form, 'Aim'Aw, from Cyprus (Deecke in Berl. 
Phil. Wochenschrift, 1886, p. 217), is also sui generis. 

This remarkable form with a, I have attempted to explain below, 
p. 115. On the name 'AxoAAcov, see Prellwitz in B. B., IX, 327 ff. 
I can see no reason whatsoever for adopting Schroder's etymology, 
whereby Vedic Saparyenya and 'AtrkWwv are connected. 

Spitzer holds that Arcadian follows Doric laws of contraction, but 
in most cases the result of the concurrence of vowels is not different 
in Doric from that in Aeolic, e.g. a + u> = a in ipyiovav ; cf. rav /W- 

1 Cf. 81)0 ipya, 1222^. At best the dual has no strong hold in Doric; cf. Lac. 
imtiiw, I. G. A. 83; ew&Koe, 86, like <(>i\e above (Stie for Siio, I: G. A. 69,). 

2 The Doric dialects held fast to the form which best represents the strong 
forms of the old inflection : nom. 'AireKKwv, gen. 'AirKevos, voc. "AiroXA.cv. 
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aav in Aeolic. *Ep/*[avo]s, Roberts, 276; cf. 251, Laconia, and on 
a bronze boar's head from Arcadia, now in Winterthur. vikS>v, Rob- 
erts, No. 280, is epic. In Boeotian, substantives still preserve the 
open form (opax/oaW) , Thess. kchvoow. 1 So t + t, 17 -|- e, etc., are 
alike in Doric and in Aeolic. Medial a + o = <£ 2 as in Kwaras, 
1 222 21 ; Aeolic a + o = do Or to or a (Kpovtoa, as, Aa^ap?;s) ; = 
Doric a. cf. p. 81. 

Gelbke, p. 1 7, asserts that Arcadians and Boeotians agree with the 
Dorians in having d where other dialects have to. Of the examples 
quoted, ©eapiSas, 1 21 1 2,4, calls for attention. Oeapoi prevails in La- 
conian, Cretan, Dalphic, Aetolian, Elean (Oeapotp), Boeotian, etc.; 
Oetopos in Ionic, Attic, and Aeolic. 0e.dp6<s is from Ota + opos ; Otto- 
po<; is from analogy to Ovptopos (Sappho, 98) > $vpd + opos, cf. Ovpa- 
fopos, Deecke, B. B., IX, 251. Doric, Boeotian, and Aeolic, contract 
do to d, though Aeolic may leave do uncontracted. So far, then, from 
sharing here any marked allegiance to Boeotian, the Arcadian ®eapi- 
8as fails to prove this assertion. 

The ablaut form IlocrotSavos, 121 7, finds its parallel in Boeot. Ho- 
Tot[8]d[i'xos], 474 12; and in Laconian IlooJSata. The Aeolic form has 
the middle ablaut form « (Iloo-a'Sav) . The ot form is equally original. 
Collitz suggests (Verwantschaftsverhaltnisse der gr. Dialekte, p. 14) 
that the Laconian name IlooiSdv must have been borrowed from the 
Arcadians or from a people of similar dialect, since the genuine Spar- 
tan appellation of the sea-god in Sparta was Hon&dv or TloraSdv. 
Brand asserts the direct contrary : — that the Arcadians borrowed the 
Laconian form. But as the o- for t is found on Doric territory (IIo- 
o-aoav, Herodian, II, 916; Bull, de Corr. Hell. 1884, p. 355.4; Ar- 
golic II<xn8da>i<, Cauer, 2 58), it is possible that it is not necessary to 
have recourse to an Arcadian IlocrotSdv. The interchange of t and a 
is due to a levelling of the original relations : t + 1 became o- in the 
genitive and dative ; whence 0- before a and 01, where t originally 
belonged. Or the t maintains its ground before a and 01, and in turn 
supplants o-<t + t. From this we have Doric HoraSdv, IIoTtSas, 
Uoo-a&dv, Hoo-iSdtov, Prellwitz, B. B., IX, 331). 

Circumscribed within the confines of no narrow dialect boundaries, 
though frequently allowed in Doric (Curt. Verb. 2 I, 75), are the past 
tenses in -v of the non-thematic conjugation : as, dvidtv = dviO&rav, 

1 'AXtcpav, 1 181, B 24, is also Doric; cf. norcStii' < d+ o. The Aeolic form 
represents the ante-contraction period. 

2 d + as final sound = av in Arcadian and Cyprian ; = d in a medial syllable. 
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1229, 1230, 1258. This formation appears in Homer, Hesiod, Simon. 
Ceos, Pindar, but is rare in the tragedians ; in inscriptions we find 
it in Messenian, Argolic, Heraclean, Laconian, and Delphic. Boeot. 
aveOcav has a different personal ending (av(i-)) from avidev (-v(t)). 

SeaVot, 1 2 2 2 ]o (ot Sk <TTpa.Ta.yol irocroSop. iroevrto, a k av Siaroi <r«£as 
TroXe/nos . . .) ; 1222 18 , ocrai av St'aTot o-<f>ws £a./j.iai ; I222 <6 , et 8 av 
Tts . . . lirr)piia%,iv Siaroi iv to. epya. 

eiricrvvMrraToi, 1222 u jl6 , is another example of the same formation, 
which is pan-Hellenic (not from *8ca + 17 4- rot, etc. 2 ) and the origi- 
nal form of the subjunctives. Similar forms, illustrative of this primi- 
tive type of subjunctive before analogical influences had broken down 
their ancient structure, may be found in Curt. Verb. 2 II, 81 ; 
Johansson, De verbis derivatis, p. 69. Their geographical horizon 
embraces besides, Pindar, Pyth. IV, 92; Hipponax, 194; Hesiod, 
Aspis, 377 ; Dreros, Cnossus, Gortyna, Thera, Calymnia, Andania (five 
examples) . It is thus a matter of chance that Doric seems to have 
been most tenacious of this ancient morphological heirloom. Cer- 
tainly no connection of the Tegeans with Crete (Paus. VIII, 53, 4) 
can establish a connection of the Cretan with the Arcadian form. 
Nor is the Messenian form evidence of its existence in Sparta, whence 
Crete was colonized. 

The peculiar form of the vocatives of -ts stems calls for comment, 
as it is in direct contrast to the Aeolic scheme of inflection. 'AriXri, 
1205 ; IIoXdkX^, 1206 : cf. 'AyafloKXiy, 1243 ; cf. C. I. G. 1148, Argol. 
In the Theogony of Hesiod, we find Kvirpoyevr). To what dialect, if 
to any specific one, this form of the vocative is to be referred, is 
uncertain. The Aeolic tendency to metaplastic inflection avoids re- 
course to the A declension, preferring the O declension. Cf. ~%<i>Kpare., 
' XpuTTOKpavc, Joh., Gramm., 245 ; Greg. Corinth, 617 ; Gram. Meerm, 
662. The analogy of alvaperrfi, voc. ah/apery, produced the vocative 
in -77 instead of -es. Other examples of this vocative are S<ucriicX^, 
C. I. G. 31 14, Teos; 'Apio-TOK\rj, C. I. G. 1154, Argolis; Ato«X^, 
Kaibel, 299, Erythrae ; AapwKparr}, K 949, Sparta ; Aiop.^Br), K 1 1 24, 
Pompeii; %o>Kpd.Tr), C. I. G. 1150, Argolis; 'Epu/OKparrj, Mittheil. d. 
arch. Inst. VI, 129; MeveKparr), C. I. G. n 53, Argol; 'Epp.oyevrj, 
C. I. G. 9689, Rome, etc. 

rptaKacnoi, i222 8 , has preserved the original a of the -ko.ti.oi of the 
Heraclean, Delphic, Boeotian, Laconian (-kotioi), Elean ([(ir)]evraKa- 
rtW), Pamphylian (<f>iKari), etc., while it has permitted assibilation. 

1 Se'dToi is subjunctive to Searo, { 242. Cf. Sedftriv • 4doKlfta£ov. 
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The change of ti to o-i is, however, chiefly prevalent in those dialects 
(Aeolic, Ionic, Attic) which have substituted o for a through analogy 
to -Kovra. This form, then, is, as it were, the meeting-point of two 
series of dialects, Aeolic and Ionic-Attic. Arcadian rptaicdo-ioi offers 
no proof of an original Aeolic dialect, which changed a to o through 
Ionic influence. 

A few points calling for brief comment may now be added : — 

AtAa/37/Kcos, i222 u = Attic etXa^aJs, has been held to be a Dorism, 
since ^eraAeAd/Jr/ica occurs in Archimedes. See Ahrens, II, 347. 
\cXdj3tjKa is used, however, by Herodotus and by Eupolis. 

afeJxrOa), i222 H . d^e'oMca 1 is said by Suidas to be Doric (and 
Ionic). Herodian, II, 2362, calls d<£«oica Doric. Cf. avlSxrOou, Tab. 
Heracl. I, 152, and Hdt. II, 165, dvcWrcu, in Cod. F with <o of the 
strong form, as in aveSxrdai, atpew/juu (Herodian, II, 236). d<£e'<oKa, 
a<l>ea)fjM are called Attic by Et. Mag. 176, 51, and by Et. Gud. 96, 11. 
See Ahrens, II, 344. 

It will scarcely be maintained that because os<ovs occurs in Arca- 
dian and in Thessalian alone, of all the dialects that are in touch with 
Aeolic, that therefore Arcadian is tinged with Dorism. It is, on the 
other hand, probable that these dialects possessed ovs in their earliest 
stage, and transformed it according to individual preference, some 
changing before others the open o before vs to a closed sound. See 
above, p. 86. 

Pan-Hellenic are the so-called datives in -ot, in reality locatives, 
which have usurped the function of the allied case. Arcadian : epyot, 
122234954; yjiovoi, 122242; avrot, I222 2 , 12332^; rot in 1222 six 
times, 1256; iroXe'|u.o[i, 12335. In Arcadian there is no case of an. 
The same displacement of the dative occurs in Boeotian, (Sdyttot, 
Sdftoe, Sa/xv,) in Phocian, Epirotic, Acarnanian, Aetolian (see A. J. 
P. VII, 431), and in Elean, Sdftoi, 11537, 11564, 11598- Aeolic 
has o>, from <ot, in inscriptions; Thessalian, ov, from <o(i). Cf. 

P- 73- 

It is unsafe to conclude with Schrader, in Curt. Stud. X, p. 274, 
that the <u of <j>6epai (cf. p. 92), i22 2 8 , is a proof of the Doric char- 
acter of the dialect. <j>0epai is preceded by SiaKioXixra : d Se h-oXc/ao? 

huxKioXvuti ti tu>v ipyuiv . . . 1} tS>v fipya<TfX£vo>v ti <f>0tpai. otcucwAvtra 
has been taken as a future by Bergk (Commentatio, p. xv) and by 
Schrader ; but I know of no law of Greek syntax with which such a 
construction is in accordance. If a future, it is due to a bad slip on 

1 From ?-»-o, with ablaut of i^. 
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the part of the stone-cutter. 1 Gelbke thinks with Michaelis that e has 
been omitted through the inadvertence of the stone-cutter. Reading 
8ux.Ku)Xv<T€ie, he compares rv^ae. We have already assumed that <$>&£- 
pat contains an error (p. 92), and this observation is, perhaps, to be 
extended to the remarkable form oWo>Avo-«. As an optative, this 
form cannot be shown to exist in Aeolic or Doric. See Curt. 
Verb. 2 II, 293; G.Meyer, Gramm. 2 § 593. Brugmann has offered 
the only explanation of the form as it stands (Morph. Untersuch. Ill, 
p. 66). K<a\votav (cf. El. airorivoiav) : ypdij/aav : : kwXvoi : *ypail/a (i.e. 
StaKwAwra) . But there are patent defects to this, as also to Spitzer's 
assumption of a samprasrana of u to 1 or of at to « in Arcadian. 

Arcadian TrpocrOa (Coll. 1200; Roberts, 277) seems to be Doric, 
as Aeolic literature and inscriptions have only -6e and -Ocv. cf. 
Thessal. ipirpoaOtv. But as -0a is cited as Aeolic by Joh. Alexandri- 
nus (rovwca irapayyeXpara, 33io)» there is no doubt but that the -da 
form is both Aeolic and Doric. Cf. Horn. viraiOa, Fick, G. G. A., 
1883, p. 120. Brand's conjecture, irpoa-Ot, is wide of the mark. 
There is no proof that " $a was changed to Ot in a pan- Aeolic dia- 
lect." 

Arcad. ptcrre Or pecrra, 122230 0*er av a\<fyrj\roi\ to. ipya). Cft 
Cretan pi<rra ko. d Kp(<ns iwiTtkea-Oy, Cauer, 2 12039; perr es, Gortyn, 
IX, 48. Homer has pe<r<pa. Thessalian pio-iro&C «, 345 w = l<os av! 
Baunack (Studien, p. 23) attempts to explain penis (sic) as result- 
ing from j uexpt + «TTe<l(TTe, in the sense of ptxp 1 e « °- He has, 
however, forgotten that in Thessalian the interrogative form of the 
pronoun is used, not for the simple, but for the compound, relative. 
Prellwitz, G. G. A., 1887, p. 438-441, explains par- as /xer-f-s; cf. 
iros<n-or + s (|t*««- : perd : : tror : wort' and irtra). 

The change of <f> and n- in ©eX<f>ova-ioi, 1181 B 34, and ©eA/a-owrKH 
on coins (cf. Paus. VIII, 25, 2) is probably purely local. ®i\<f>ovaa is 
Delphic (Wescher-Foucart, 464, 465) ; Te\<pova-a occurs in Polybius, 
II, 54, etc. Cf. G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 § 206. 

Arcadian, Doric, Ionic. 

\Jpur<.fe; in purrlav, see p. 89 , where the Thessalian and Boeo- 
tian forms are also adduced. 

The form vlvs (No. 1183, before 403) is probably pan- Hellenic, as 
it appears in Homer (vmos) and elsewhere chiefly in Doric inscrip- 

1 el with the future in legal documents is foreign at least to Attic usage. 
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tions (Gortyn, vivs, IX, 40 ; Lacon. vivs, I. G. A. 54 ; Syracuse, vuo-o-i) ; 
but also in Attic Ivs C. I. A., I, 3984, fifth century B.C. 1 vlos appears, 
however, on one of the earliest Arcadian inscriptions, 1 200 3 (450 B.C.), 
and in Cyprian vi£>, 41. In Attic wos is found in a poetical inscrip- 
tion as early as 527-510 B.C. 

The rpi- of T/omos, i203 8 , is Indo-European, as also the np- of 
Aeolic TepTos in TepriKioveios and ripra • y rplri) ; Boeotian rpiros. 
Tctu/jtos, 1 249 6 ; Doric, Ionic, Attic Tcrapros as Homeric (also ri- 
rparos) ; Aeolic, TtTpa.f$aprja>v ; Boeot. irtTpaTos. Nothing can be 
gained from any attempt at a separation of the dialects into those 
that have ap and those that have pa from tp. Cf. Brugmann, Grun- 
driss, § 292. 

Arcadian, Aeolic, Doric, and Ionic-Attic 

ccrA.os, 1 200 (about 450 B.C.) . Cf. Sappho, 28 ; Ionic, I. G. A. 382 2 ; 
Doric according to Greg. Corinth, 213; Ahrens, 112. Not attested 
in Cyprian. 

Arcad. eo-oWd ; Aeolic, Doric, 8(ko{uu ; Attic, BwpoSoKos, iravoWos. 
St^opm is from Si^opxu, as /3pex°> fr° m Pp*&- Not attested in Cyprian. 

Dative in -ox preceded by a vowel (-«ri) . Arcad. «o-8oo-«n, 1 2 2 2 16 ; 
unattested in Cyprian. Homeric iira\£t<nv, Attic, Cretan wokcari, all 
from assumed -t stems. 

Peculiarities of Arcadian. 

This section aims at collecting such Arcadisms as have 
not found entrance into the preceding paragraphs. In it are 
collected forms that have no precise parallel in other dialects 
as regard the word in question, or forms that embody phonetic 
changes occurring but rarely or even nowhere else in Hellas. 

1. Fondness for the dental sonant as the representative of q, be- 
fore e. 

Note. — The Doric dialects generally prefer S before an open vowel, eg. 
Delphic, Tarentinian, Cretan, Megarian, oSeXds; whereas Boeotian and Ho- 
meric (Aeolic ?) have 6j8e\<fs. Attic has before both e and o (5i»/3eAia, o/3e- 
\6s, C. I. A., IV, 3, c, 5, and o;8oX<fs). Arcadian stands alone in having both S 
and C for g. It cannot be shown, however, that the rise of 5 and £ for g took 
place on Peloponnesian soil alone. There is no proof whatsoever of the as- 
sumption that Doric forced S into Arcadian, and thereby expelled "Aeolic" 
$, or that Doric caused Cyprian £a, a(a96s. 

1 The old inflection maintained its ground in Attic till 350 B.C. 
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SepeOpov and £epc#pa = Attic ftdpaOpov, fidpaOpa. ; Homeric fispe- 
Opov, ® 14, Aeolic according to Hinrichs, De Horn. eloc. vest. Aeol., 
p. 62. These forms are found nowhere outside of Arcadian, im^apew, 
Arcadian according to Eust. 909, 27, occurs also in Euripides. There 
is no case of im/3dpe<a. 

SeAAw and £cAA<o = /8aAA<o in Arcadian alone : eo-SeXAoircs, 122249 ; 
£eXA.EiV fidWuv; Z£e\cv' e/8aA.ev ; Ka^cAf KaTefiaXe. The variation 
between 8 and £ in this and in the previous word indicates in all 
probability a /ierdVrwo-is within the confines of Arcadia. 1 

The forms with £ appear to be Tegean alone. This 8=£ is different 
from 8 = I.E. d. Before the separation into dialects Greek did not 
confound ge- and Se-. Cf. Cypr. o-i's = t«, p. 117. The Arcadian 
£ = 8 is found only where the /? form prevails in other dialects. 
Where a Cyprian £ appears as a dialectic sound, it is the representa- 
tive of y in other dialects. There appears to be no connection be- 
tween this £ and that of Boeotian and Elean, whether or not the 
latter was = th'. 

2. p for A. in Kpapimrax iroXiTai, 1 23 1 (for KXapeStrai by dissimula- 
tion, Brugmann, Grundriss, §266; see Gelbke, p. 18; below, p. 109. 
Bechtel compares Attic vavxpapos, which, however, is not connected 
according to G. Meyer, Curt. Stud. VII, 178. Cypr. KAapiT<£[<ov?], 
178, is probably connected with the river KAaptos, near Soloi on 
Cyprus. The interchange of A. and p can scarcely be elevated into 
a distinguishing mark of agreement or difference between dialects. 

3. 8apxfiai, 1222 2380) as i n Elean; in other dialects, Spaxpai ; Sap\- 
is not older than 8pa^-, as both are from r. Cf. reraprcK, p. 102. 

4. Gen. sing. A decl. fem. in -av from analogy to the masculine, 
which has -av in both Arcadian and Cyprian. t,a/da.v from *£a/itao, 
as 'AiroAAcoviSav ; olxlav from *(kkiS.o (/riortau), etc.; cf. p. 65. The 
fem. article is always tSs, there being no starting-point for a *rav. 
See Leskien, Declination, p. 40 ; Osthoff, M. U., II, 1 28 ; Wilamowitz, 
Zeitsch. fur Gym. Wesen., 1877, p. 13. 

6. Dative sing, -cs stems. Arcadian has the younger form in 
irXydi, 122220. Cf. also Ipdvai, the sole example, together with w\.rj0i, 
of itacism in the Arcadian inscriptions, which have a for a. Cy- 
prian has « : e\ei, 60 9 ; pira, 59!. The contraction of t(v)i to I 

1 Cf. also ire'fa for ire'Sa, according to Zenodotus both Doric and Arcadian. It 
is at best a doubtful form. The £ of (4\Au (tpedpa must be distinguished from 
Aeolic C = ! » m $> Sappho 87 ($5>jAos Ale. 18) and from the Cyprian ( in 
xipCa = Aeolic napfc for KupSla (also Aeolic, Sappho, II, 6). 
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is extremely rare in the Greek dialects. See my paper on «, I, A. J. P. 
VI, No. 4. 

7. Infinitive ijvcu, half-Doric, half-Ionic ; see p. 69. 

8. cruets, 1 2 22 j , accus. pi. (see passage quoted on p. 99). The 
form is certainly not Attic, since it is not used in a reflexive sense. 
All attempts to show the genesis of the form from *o-<£eies by a con- 
traction of t« to 1 are fruitless, until such a phonetic change is well 
attested for Greek. 

9. dm>8oas, 1222 18 , is a form that has baffled explanation. Curt. 
Verb. 2 II, 314, thinks it is for *an-o-So(a)as from *28oa, after the 
pattern of iivqa, fx €va > € " ra > an< ^ s0 Beermann, in Curt. Stud. IX, 
78. Aorists without o- are found in inscription from Elis, Argos, 
Sparta, and in late Cyprian. Spitzer thinks diroSoas stands for *dirv- 
8oavs<dm)8oavrs, comparing tos<tovs. 

Note. — Cyprian has apparently a modification of \8<o in SvFdvoi, if a differ- 
ent root is not at the base of this remarkable form. See p. 114. 

10. -8c for -8a in Ovp&a • €$m' 'Ap/cdSes. 

11. -tm for -Tai, perhaps from analogy to -to; cf. Thess. -i-a, and 
p. 86. 

12. i<pOopK<os, 1 22 2 jo, contains the regular ablaut form of ep, the op 
here not being the so-called Aeolic equivalent of pa or ap. 1 Curtius 
was the first to call special attention to the love of " dark " vowels in 
dialects connected with Aeolic (Bemerkungen zur gr. Dialektologie 
Gott. Nachr., 1862 = Kleine Schriften, pp. 156, 157). Since his time 
this has been held as a criterion of the connection of Boeotian 
(KaAA/orpoTos, iropvotp) , Thessalian (o-rpoTayeWos, Kopvoij/), and Cyprian 
(xdpCa = Kapok.) . But it is probable that to this assumed mint- 
mark of Aeolism too much importance has been attached. Thus 
TtropOai and plp.op0a.i contain, as does pan- Hellenic IVopov, the regular 
ablaut form of tp? ao-Tpoird. = Attic o-Tpamj may contain the ablaut 
of sjo-Tip-ir, etc. No investigation of sufficient thoroughness dealing 
with the dialect appearances of op, po : ap, pa has as yet been insti- 
tuted from this point of view. If op or po is Aeolic for ap or pa, it 
cannot have been a phonetic change called into being by the opera- 
tion of a law that necessitated an op or po in every weak form. Thus 
we have Cyprian Kop£a, but Aeolic Kap£a and KapSwxv. Or, if this be 
nevertheless maintained, the result is that Arcadian 3 and Thessalian 

1 See Spitzer, p. 12. 

2 Brugmann, Grundriss, § 292, holds to their Aeolic character. 
8 Neither oTpxro- nor arporo- is preserved in the Cyprian. 
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o-Tpaxo-, by the side of Aeolic a-rpordya) and Boeotian co^rporcvaB-q, 
must be explained as loan formations from Doric. Or the law must 
have been so overcome by forces of analogy, and at so early date, 
that it is no " law " at all. See Tarbell's paper on Phonetic Law, in 
the Transactions, Vol. XVII, p. 10. 

Note. — That the dialects of non-Aeolic coloring present examples of op for 
the weak op, where the " Aeolic " dialects have ap, e.g. Arcad. ypa^s, shows 
that this assumed Aeolic peculiarity often fails at a critical point. Cf. Doric 
Teropes; Meg. Argol. yptup-; Arcad. ypaipris. 1 Where op may be the regular 
strong form of ep, then the " Aeolic " dialects fall into line. Only with the 
widest latitude may we assume that Aeolic in the strict sense, Thessalian, 
Boeotian, Arcadian, and Cyprian have a predilection for the " dark " vowel o. 

13. o for a occurs also in ckotov in 'EKOTo/x/?oia, 122223; 'Ekotw- 
/3om, 1232 9 . No other dialect except Arcadian has this form, cko- 
tov is not to be regarded as an example of an "Aeolic" love of o in 
place of a, since that conclusion rests upon a mere external compari- 
son of the Arcadian and the common form. As StKarav, 1.198, owes 
its o to the o of -Kovra, so, too, does ckotov. It is noticeable to ob- 
serve the conflict of tendencies within the limits of a single dialect. 
ScKorav and ckotov have both fallen under the sway of the frequently 
recurring -kovto. ; yet TpiaKao-ioi, which stood in closer touch with 
-Kovra, has maintained its ancient vocalism, though Ionic, Attic, and 
Aeolic have permitted the corresponding word to be swept along 
with the current of analogy. Cf. Spitzer, p. n. 

We now pass to an attempt at displaying the points of 
divergence between Arcadian and Cyprian from the Cyprian 
point of view. It may be impossible to prove that in possess- 
ing a certain form, or in giving scope to a certain phonetic 
law, Cyprian may have deviated from the Arcado-Cyprian 
norm. The deviation may have been Arcadian, and not Cy- 
prian. The age of the monuments is too late to permit us 
definitely to ascribe to Arcado-Cyprian a form which in Cy- 
prian differs from Arcadian, and which is preserved upon an 
Arcadian inscription older than the Cyprian one in question. 
Furthermore, the paucity of materials in each dialect is sin- 
gularly noticeable. At the present day we have but about 
nine hundred words preserved to us in Arcadian, and but 

1 Elean has both ypo<p- and ypatp-, the latter more frequently. Cf. also El. 
KoBapai, Locr. wepfodapiav. 
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about five hundred in Cyprian, inscriptions. On the age of 
the few older Arcadian inscriptions, see Roberts, § 107. The 
wide universality of their interrelations with dialects of vari- 
ant types is too great to permit conclusions as to the exist- 
ence or non-existence of any given form in either of the 
dialects. 

Cyprian and Aeolic. 

1. p. for /3 in Kvp.tprjvax, 68; cf. Et. Mag. 5432; Et. Gud. 3519. 
KvjSipvriTr)<; ' avaXdyws 01 AioAtts KvpcpvyTyv Xtyovaw. Kvixepfjvai with 
Ionic -vai (on Arcado-Cyprian Homeric -v<u, see p. 69) from **u/xe- 
pim or *Kvp.epd<o, parallel form to Kv/Sepvaw. 1 Deecke (B. B., VI, 81) 
compares Cyprian Tpc/u0ovs from Tpe'/u0os = Tepe'/Jiv0os. This word 
and others (e.g. Aeolic j8app.iTov = /3ap/3iTov 2 ), containing a supposed 
interchange of p. and /?, are all uncertain. The certain interrelation 
of p. and /3 is, however, not confined solely to Cyprian and to Aeolic, 
as it comes to light in Rhodian irepifioXifiuxrai (Cauer, 2 i76 10 ), and 
(chiefly) in Hesychian glosses (G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 § 180). 

In Ipiovi, 60 8 , we have the contraction of « to be observed in 
Aeolic ipos (if not, as is probable, from io-p-, according to Osthoff, 
M. U., IV, 149). Cyprian has also Upos and iap<fc, though the latter 
form is not so well attested. Arcadian, too, has both forms. A 
supposed contraction of te to I in Aeolic and Cyprian has no bearing 
on an Arcado-Cyprian connection with Aeolic, since ipos is also 
Ionic (Homer, exclusively in Herodotean usage, Thasos, Cauer, 2 

5 2 79). 

Several points of supposed connection between Cyprian and Aeolic 
may here be briefly alluded to. 

eicepcrt, 32 ; cf. N 546, K 456, Aspis 419, and in Aeschylus. For a 
list of aorists with ps and As, see Curt. Verb. 2 II, 299. Similar 
formations in the future are called Aeolic by the grammarians (quoted 
Meister, Dialekte, I, p. 182) on account of their barytone character, 
but for no cogent reason whatever. 

The Aeolic form is wtvre, not n-ep-n-e, as has long been assumed 
(see Meister, in Studia Nicolaitana, p. 10). Neither the Cyprian 

1 Ground forms are (1) k"mer = Kvp.ep-, Kvnefyqvai; (2) b u mr- = xv8p-, xv&ap-. 
From k u br -\na-\-en — Kv&apvay. Kv&ep- received its ep from tcvfiep-. On -mr- or 
-mr- yielding -ftp-, -$ap- (and not -/*#/>-) in the middle of a word, see Johansson, 
De derivatis verbis contractis, p. 59. 

2 Quoted by Ahrens, I, p. 45, together with /eu/iiepv^TTjs as a doubtful example 
of an Aeolic change of $ to /i. 
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■7re(/A)<^a/<.£pa)i' 1 (gen. sing.) nor the Alcaean m/iviDv (33) presup- 
poses -n-ifurt, since *irevq- stands before a dark vowel, as in Homeric 
■7re/A7r<a/8oXov. There is no need to correct Sappho's irevrc^o-qa (frag. 
98), or to regard any form with irevr- as borrowed from the Koivrj 
{irevrdiJ.vai.ov, Coll. 276). irevre is pan-Hellenic, and t prevailed 
originally in all dialects before c ; later on, forms like irevrwftoXos and 
irevrdi came into existence from a confusion with v- forms (7rc/x7ras, 
etc.), in the same manner as w in mao-apes, 7raW, took the place of r. 
Cyprian and Aeolic have £ for St- of other dialects, when the 
accent did not fall originally on the syllable with i. Aeolic £a-, Kap£a ; 
Paphian *dp£a ; Arcadian ow.ku>\voi and 81- in every case. 

Cyprian and Thessalian. 

A remarkable case of similarity between Cyprian and Thessalian is 
found in Cyprian, wa, 60^25 ; Thessal. Treurdrov = rao-drm. Arcadian 
has here airvrulrw, 122243; airvrturdrm, 122235: cf. IcrTCicrtv, 1222 %, ', 
TaVavopos, 1234; Ta'cri/Aos, 1247; Tei<np.a'x[u>], 1247; as Locrian, 
Cretan, dwoTewra ; Heracl. anroraa-u ; old Attic, diro\rwTax ; Delphic, 
irpoTeraicev. The Cyprian and Thessalian form is later as regards the 
labial instead of the dental before «, since w of n-eiW was taken from 
that of irow-q and *iren-oux. after the separation of Cyprian and Arca- 
dian. The Thessalian form only proves that a similar phonetic level- 
ling can take place in two dialects without the influence of one upon 
the other. Thessalian irao-drov came into existence after all imme- 
diate connection between Thessalian and Aeolic or Boeotian had 
ceased. It is absurd with Brand (p. 62) to postulate a pan- Aeolic 
iru-, or to assume a pan-Aeolic preference for labial sounds where 
the older dialects have dentals or gutturals. 

A further example of parallelism between the dialects in the field 
of palatal sounds is doubtful. : Thessal. <as = tis, but »cc = t« in 
Cyprian is open to grave suspicion. See Deecke in Bezzenberger's 
Beitrage, VIII, 153 ; Brugmann in Techmer's Zeitschrift fiir allg. 
Sprachw., I, 233. 

No immediate connection between Cyprian and Thessalian can be 
maintained on the score of the accusatives, d(v)8pi.yd(v)Tav, 59 ; lya- 
Trjpav, 60 3 . The Larissaean inscription, 133240, has kiovov from kuov. 
This analogical formation on the lines of the A declension occurs in 
Cratylus, 404 B, Atjiitfrpav (Schanz, Aiy/Aiyrpa), and in the epigraphic 

1 So Deecke; G. Meyer, jre( i u)ir<(u€p<»j'. 



108 H. W. Smyth, [1887. 

forms in Kaibel : irarepav, 372 ; /M/repav, 522 ; Xi/xivav, 1 68 Thessaly; 
veoTiyrav, 368 ; n-arptoW, 920 ; AvSpav, C. I. G. 1 781, Thessaly. Accord- 
ing to Franz, avopetavrav, according to Kaibel (No. 406), dvopaoVr*. 
Cf. Sturz, De dialecto Macedonica, p. 127. The Cyprian forms quoted 
above are in general older than those adduced from Kaibel and the 
Corpus according to Wagner (Quaest. de epigram., p. 107). 

Ahrens (Philol. XXXV, 13) and Neubauer (Comm. phil. in honor. 
Mommseni p. 280), are in error in regarding Thessalian and Cyprian 
on a plane in the possession of the rarer form of the name of Apollo. 
See above, p. 97. Thessalian "AirXow ( = "AttXwv) is certain, but 
'Xw6\(\)tov is in every case the Cyprian form according to the tran- 
scribers, though the other form is not impossible. See Bezzenberger's 
Beitrage, IX, 328. 

Curtius held that the Cyprians and Thessalians changed u> to ov. 
Of the examples that he quotes, *A.ir\ow does not exist in Cyprian, 
and ipovd = iponj (cf. aXova Krfirta = Horn. aXwrj) cannot be re- 
garded as an example of that ov which in Thessalian has supplanted 
every case of <o. <o in the Cyprian inscriptions never becomes ov. 



Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian. 

Infinitive in -r/v. 

The Cyprian form e-ke'ne, 60 10 , has been differently transcribed. 
The -cv of Arcadian has led some to claim that the Cyprian form is 
l^ev, and hence of Doric coloring; but Deecke now writes €\V V - 
-r/v is exceedingly frequent in Aeolic even in the aorist passive, 
and in the Pharsalian idiom we have lx«v, which is for ixv v - Thess. 
a = tj. The other divisions of Thessaly have -/n«v. The Elean form 
is likewise -r/v, according to Blass, Coll. 1153, 1156. 

ov = dra has already been referred to, p. 88. 



Cyprian and Boeotian. 

The genitive in -do (Homeric and Boeotian) is exceptional in 
Cyprian, eg. Kvirpayopao, 79 ; Aayario-ao, 58. Arcadian and Cyprian 
have generally -av. Forms like SowcWSa in Boeotian are very rare, 
as in Cypr., cf. 'Ap.rjvfya, 60 18 . 

°Yp;i, 124, from "Yeus (or'Yi^s?). This agrees with the Boeot. 
ending cu <i;i (e.g. <t>a>Kea) . 171 from rjv stems is Homeric, Ionic, Attic, 
Doric -a, and never 171. 
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Cyprian, Boeotian, (and Doric) proper names in -ids for -tdt are 
not infrequent. A certain explanation of their interrelation has, how- 
ever, not yet been given. 

Cyprian, Aeolic, and Boeotian. 

a + € = ij in Doric, North Greek, and perhaps in Elean. In Cy- 
prian, Aeolic, Boeotian, and Ionic, the result of the contraction is a. 
Johansson, p. 58, is doubtful whether there was not an Arcado-Cyprian 
contraction of a -f- t to rj. We have no certain example in Arcadian. 
Johansson explains ISiwa, Coll. 49, by the suggestion that Cyprian, 
after its separation from Arcadian, may have adopted vowel contrac- 
tions different from those prevalent in the Arcado-Cyprian period. 
iyStrOai, 60 3 , is also cited by Johansson as a possible example of the 
later contraction. But neither Johansson nor Spitzer has any right 
to suppose a priori that Arcadian would agree with Doric in contract- 
ing o + e to i). Furthermore, Hall, Rev. A. O. S., XI, 217, says that 
Deecke's transcription of No. 49 is nearly all wrong. He himself 
reads . . . pa- t'r sa- to- ro. 

fp- occurs in Cyprian, Aeolic (gramm.), Boeotian, and in Elean. 
It does not appear on any Doric monument. 

Cyprian, Boeotian, Thessalian. 

Arcadian and Elean do not change e to 1 before vowels, though 
iv + consonant has become Iv. 1 In Cyprian the change is well at- 
tested : aTtkfya, 6023; io(v)ra, 60^; lmo(y)Ta, 6o 19 ; KariOiyav, 60 27 ; 
6uS, 37 (0£<S, 27). In fact, every e before a or o becomes 1, except 
when p has disappeared between e and o, e.g. Upw, or where -cos is 
from e(o-)os, nom. -17s, e.g. Tt;aoKAe/r«>s and in Ti/iok/j«t£os, &i\onpe- 
Teos, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1291. KariBurav in No. 20, if 
for * KartOco-av, would offer the sole exception to the rule that t be- 
comes t in Cyprian only before a vowel. 2 Deecke's reading, which 
he himself finds remarkable on account of the preservation of the 
intervocalic o- (Zweiter Nachtrag in B. B., VIII), must therefore yield 

1 Kpapmrat, 1231, B 35, etc., is referred by Gelbke, p. 18, to Doric influence. 
Instances of « are iivros, 1222,,; 'Avrupdeos, 1231, C 7; aevotpdveos, 1231, C 21; 
aevoKpireos, 12485. 'AyaSlas by the side of 'Aymrtas is of course not a case of 
change of « to 1. 

2 Furrlav, Arcad. 1203 18 , seems to offer some contradiction. But e + s+ cons, 
may become 1 in all dialects. Lesbian and Attic alone have eirrla; Horn., Ion., 
Locr., Boeot., Cret., Heracl., have tar-. 
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to Ka.TtQt.yav, as the sign sa • is not far removed from that for ya • 
Johansson (Nigra ord, etc., p. 31) assumes KaT€6iyav<Kari6tav< 

KariOuTav. 

The Cyprian dialect in its substitution of 1 for e before a vowel is 
on a plane with Boeotian (the chief seat of the change), Thessalian 
(except in the inscription from Larissa), and with Doric to a limited 
degree, viz., especially in -«<o verbs, 0eds, kXcos, 7rXeW, forms of -« 
stems, etc. (Laconian, Messenian, Cretan, Argolic, Heraclean). In 
Aeolic the supposed change of € to 1 is limited to words like xpvcrios, 
XoAkios, fxapfnapuK, which lend themselves to a different explanation 
as regards the t, and in the gen. yAviaos ; cf. p. 84. 

The difference in the treatment of antevocalic t is one of the most 
noticeable mint-marks distinguishing Arcadian from Cyprian. The 
Arcadian type has remained true to an Arcado-Cyprian preservation 
of antevocalic e. The t for e must in any theory of a pan-Aeolic dia- 
lect be regarded as subsequent to the separation into sub-dialects. 
Wherever the substitution of 1 for t occurs, it is to be regarded as 
the effect of a tendency obtaining to a greater or less degree through- 
out Greece, and is merely more prevalent in the dialects of the 
" Aeolic " type. Even in old Attic we have AiviaTcu., AvXiarcu.. In 
Ionic the change is expressed by « (eiavroV, Ivvtla.). In Boeotian and 
Ionic-Attic the e remained a closed € : Boeot. «, a, t ; Ionic-Attic, «, a. 

Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, Boeotian. 

Absence of v e<fcX/ewTiK6V from all prose non-Koivi; inscriptions is 
the only feature common to these four dialects. 1 The Arcadian dia- 
lect has [a.vi]6ijKt[v], according to Bechtel (No. 1218) ; dve[0]ipctv in 
an epigram (Roberts, No. 280) is an epic reminiscence. All other 
cases of this verbal form occur at the end of the inscriptions and 
have no -v. eSo&v (n83 lt6 = Roberts, 283) is the only certain case 
of v in a verbal form, and that in the inscription containing 'AActo&n 
(p. 84). Roberts, p. 281, holds that Alea is referred to. No. 1 183, 
it should be remarked, was found at Olympia, but Elean has no para- 
gogic v. -v in avaXu/juxo-iv prj, 1 222 a, is the only example in noun 
formations in Arcadian. 

Whether the presence of -v in these two forms is to be ascribed to 
Laconian influence is doubtful. In the oldest Spartan inscriptions it 

1 A recently discovered Cyprian example is : eo-Tocre "Apurros, Berl. Phil. 
Wochens., 1886, p. 1 291. But the Tarmassus inscription has HSwKev, hyiSiiiuv, 
the only examples in Cyprian; 1. ]., 1886, p. 1323. 
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is not present, but as it is frequent in those of later date, and in the 
Heraclean tablets, the possibility of Doric influence here cannot be 
authoritatively denied. 

Cyprian, Ionic-Attic. 

There is no case of 17 for a, except, perhaps, 'IaXe<p^/i<o, Hall, Rev. 
A. O. S., XI, 234. 

•7rpa)r<oTi/itt) contains the contraction of o + a too). Aeolic exam- 
ples of 7t/>o>tos are now generally ascribed to the influence of Helle- 
nistic scribes or stone-cutters. Neither woon-os nor irparos occurs in 
Arcadian. The latter form is that to be expected. 

'A/i.v(v)r<i), 41, and Evpay6p<a, 153, 154 (410-374 B.C.), are referred 
by Meyer, Gramm. 2 § 345, to Ionic influence. This is, perhaps, 
better than to regard them as drawn over to the O declension in the 
same fashion as Homeric ^uko/xos from Kop.rj, and ivp.p.eX.L<a from ju.eA.ui. 
Cf. Fick, Odyssee, p. 325. 

On a + e = a in Cyprian, see above, p. 81, and on -rf. in -rjv- 
stems, see above, p. 108. 

Cyprian ore, trvre. as in Ionic-Attic. Aeolic oVa, Doric iroxa, Elean 
toko., Pamphyl. Sua, Abu-Simb. o/ca. We do not know whether Arca- 
dian pxa-r is for (teora or /aeoTe. Brand's assumption (p. 34) that 
the Cyprian forms in re are descended from a pan-Aeolic ra is cer- 
tainly wide of the mark, as they represent the original -qe. The 
Aeolic to. is itself later than either -re or -«a. 

apovpai, 60 20 (a- ro'w ra'i'), implies the existence of a genuine 
diphthong ov; and this is assumed by Fick (Odyssee, p. 324) ; cf. 
Leo Meyer, Gramm. 2 p. 674. But if we compare dpOfp]^, I. G. A. 
497, b. 1 7 (Teos), the parallel forms to Ionic apovp-q in Doric and Aeolic 
would be apvipa 1 and apoppa. It must be confessed that the etymol- 
ogy of apovpa is too uncertain to permit the statement that we have 
here a loan form from Ionic, opa as extracted from io-opa • oirurOev, 
which is claimed by Rothe to be Paphian (for ovpd, tail), has a very 
shadowy existence. To further complicate matters, we have a Mile- 
tan <opr) = ovpd (Revue archeol., 1874, p. 100). dpoup[as] occurs on 
a Thessalian inscription, Coll. No. 371. Rutherford, Phrynichus, p. 
14, incorrectly calls apovpa for yrj old Ionic and poetic. See A. J. P. 
VIII, 469. 

With the frequent names in 'Ova- ('OvatW, *Ova<ns, 'Ovao-iAos, etc.), 
cf. the Ionic ovqiuroi (ovatov • apaov) . 

1 bpwpa?oi, Acharnians, 762, was expelled by Ahrens, who adopted the reading 
of the Rav., bpovpcuot. 
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Cyprian and Doric. 

1. Compensatory lengthening in tws (but see p. 86) and in fat in 
twenty cases ; in one of these, No. 93, Voigt reads ?/*(/u.)t 2i?&Ka, fol- 
lowing Neubauer's transcription. The transcribers, however, have 
generally decided against the Aeolic and Thessalian form ; and Hall, 
Rev. A. O. S., XI, 228, accepts r)fiu here as elsewhere. 

2. Contraction of co to o> in Nw/xi/vtW = Nov/A^w'ov, cf. vepoo-TaTas, 

592 (Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323), and in oWus, 31, 32, if 
Deecke's reading be correct. I would prefer omjws, from *oW/reo-o«. 
<■><«> is found on Doric soil in Cretan monuments alone : irapa.Ka\<i>- 
/xeva, ev^aptTtojaes. co in Aeolic = eo, ev, (Ionic influence ?) never a>. 
e + o in Arcado-Cyprian remain uncontracted in gen. sing, of -17s 
stems, c remains before o and a> in Arcadian in KAeovoyuto, ©eoreXcos. 

3. The Doric genitive in d (if the a does not, as Deecke claims, 
represent av) is found in 'Afir/vfya, 60 18 , 'Ovao-t/iaXa, 120. The Za>T«a 
of Deecke, No. 77, is read by Hall, Zoitij[s]. Zwrea occurs, No. 122, 
apparently as a genitive. 'Apia-riya, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 
1643. 

4. On Cyprian iroT, see p. 67. 

5. Expulsion of secondary, intervocalic o- is foreign to Arcadian, 
but occurs in Cyprian, Laconian, Elean, and Argolic. The exam- 
ples are Sifiwok, 69 = Sijuow'o-ots and <f>povea>l, 68, wljich should be 
4>povCyiM, or, at least in certain parts of the island (Chytrea), <j>poviun. 
The subjunctive is here used without «' (av does not occur), as in 
Homer and elsewhere in relative sentences. This is the first epi- 
graphic example of the secondary loss of o-, a phenomenon attested 

by Hesychian glosses, ijuaov Traxaiov, ijJ.7ra.Tabv efifikapov, etc. (M. 

Schmidt, in K. Z., IX, 367). In all other cases, intervocalic o- is pre- 
served intact in Cyprian : KaTeorao-e, Avo-ai, Xvutj. Cf. Laconian tiroir/i, 

I. G. A. 80, Elean Tro^a<r<rai = rroi-qo-aaBai, Argolic iiroifr)e, I. G. A. 42. 

The Cyprian forms without the o- are only apparent survivals of the 
period in which o- disappeared regularly between vowels in the aorist, 
and not, as Osthoff maintains, a residuum of that period. See Mul- 
ler, De 2 inter vocales posita, pp. 80, 81. In his Kleine Schriften, 

II, 152, Curtius suggests that the loss of a- in Laconian is due to dia- 
lect mixture. 
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Cyprian-Aeolic, Doric, Ionic, Attic. 

-t]v is accusative of -«s stems : a.TeX.rjv, 60 10 . This analogical 
phenomenon, though not occurring in every dialect in Greece, is 
sufficiently general to be recognized as a universal feature of Greek 
morphology. As a rule, the influence of the A declension makes 
itself apparent only in the later period of the development of the 
language, though it comes to light as early as the time of Homer (faxijv 
or Cdrpr). Attic %<aKpd.Ttpr, Ionic AvmKkrjv, Cretan 'lepoKkrjv, Boeot. 
Aioyeveiv, Aeolic 8aju.ortA.r7v. 1 Arcadian has no similar metaplastic 
accusative. Wagner, Quaest. gramm. de epigrammatis, pp. 107, 108, 
has collected the examples from KaibeFs Epigrammata, embracing 
forms from Halicarnassus, Sardis, Athens, and Thebes. Tauromenium 
and Pamphylia have -qv in the adjectival flexion. 

Peculiarities of Cyprian. 

In this section a list of some of the chief peculiarities 
of the Cyprian epigraphic forms has been attempted, and 
explanations given when possible. Rothe's Quaestiones de 
Cypriorum dialecto et vetere et recentiore has never pro- 
gressed beyond a partial examination of the vowel relations 
of the Cyprian glosses. 

I. Vowels. 

Ip in Hesychian glosses : kot lp' ?£au - kAButu, Ud<pi.ou kwt ip 
!£«>• Karl^ov. Kar lp' e£ero • tKaOifcero? G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 § 55, 
regards Up (without the apostrophe) as the strong form of clpa, dp, pa. 
Spitzer, pp. 7, 8, holds that tpa may be a contamination of *ep and 
apa. Cf. Bloomfield, A. J. P., VI, 44 ff. ; Brugmann, Berichte der 
Sachsisch. Gesell. der Wissensch., 1883, p. 37 ff. With this strong 
form compare -xpcViis and p. 90. This gloss is apparently derived 
from a text of Homer in vogue in Cyprus (probably not r; Kmrpta). 
On the Arcadian form &p or ap', see Roberts, No. 277, and above, 
p. 80. 

In repxnya, 60 9 , 38 . ]9i n compared with Tptxyos and ripxyea (Hesy- 
chius), we have an instance of metathesis without vowel-lengthening 
that appears to be restricted to no particular dialect. If rapxdviov • 

1 Analogy of A stems : Genitive -ov in Attic, Delphic, Cnidos, Thasos, Scyros; 
etc.; gen. in n in Aeolic alone. Dat. p in Aeolic. Voc. in rj, Arcadian, p. 99. 

2 Curtius held fy to be Arcadian. But I find this unattested. 
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ivrdcjuov and repxyea' lvrd<j>ia (besides <j>vra vea) do not contain a 
confusion of two separate words, repxyea is another example of the 
Cyprian fondness for ep. 

In ScAa/uvi'[W, 176, 177, and Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 
1 29 1, compared with SaAa/itvios, 148, we have an interchange of e 
and a which cannot be controlled by any known parallels in Cyprian. 
Deecke suggests that StA- recalls the Assyrian form of the name of 
the city of Silhimi, and is evidence in favor of Semetic influence 
(Josephus mentions a %i\ap,Cv in Galilaea) . But Dr. Hall has sug- 
gested to me that the e may be an orthographical slip. Its appearance 
is too extensive to assume this with certainty. In any case, it is unwise 
to deduce from its appearance any such far-reaching conclusion as 
that of Deecke. 

The relation of u> to v in Bvpavoi, 60 6 = SiSony, is not established. 
StoKot occurs 60 16 . Bvpavoi shows that the v from v v had not become 
extinct; Brugmann, Grundriss, § 166. Cf. also Chalc. Tapvpovr)':. 
On the assumed change of <o to ov in Cyprian, see p. 108. Rothe, 
p. 72, finds no certain case of <o for v in the glosses. 

<uXu>v ( = aXXiav), 60 M ; cf. Arcad. aXXois and aAAos in all other 
Greek dialects. alXorepov dWoiorpoirov occurs in Hesychius, who, 
however, names no source. In Et. Mag. 34 10 , for alXa, dvrl roiv koXo. 
Kvjrpiot, read avrl tov aAAa. 

An Elean alXos cannot be upheld, since in AIAOTPIA, 11542 (an 
exceedingly corrupt inscription) I is, according to Blass, entweder zu 
streichen (Roeht) oder in A zu corrigieren {die Inschrift hat Jreilich 
keine Verdoppelung) . aWoip occurs in Elean, n 72 ; cf. ToAAa, 115 2. 
Cyprian seems here to have bifurcated from Arcadian in choosing 
a form that preserves, though in the tonic syllable, the 1, which was 
the cause of the geminated liquid of every other dialect. But instead 
of the genealogical tree commonly adopted and vigorously defended 
by Meinck, De epenthesis graeca, p. 41, 

*dAxo-s 

1 

1 1 

aAAos aZXos 

we must assume that the original Cyprian form was not different 
from the Arcadian, and that <u\ is merely a secondary development 
from a\\. See Spitzer, p. 34, and Weinhold, Alleman. gram., 138 ; 
Baier. gram., p. 183. 1 Cases of mouillization which might be adduced 

1 It would at least be extremely hazardous to deny on the score of this form 
alone that fiXXoj was formed from ahios before the separation of the parent Greek 
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from the Romance languages (Fr. ail, It. aglio>allium ; merveille, 
meraviglia>mirabilia; meilleur, migliore>meliorem) are only appar- 
ent parallels, the presence of * after / being necessary in order that 
it be drawn into the tonic syllable. In the dialect of Crete, A before 
a consonant was pronounced as I, and as such is represented by v ; 
cf. avKa = dA.107, 0evya> = 0e\ya>. It is therefore not impossible that 
a somewhat similar affection may have formed an aiAos, which cannot 
then be regarded as an example of epenthesis. 

It should not be suppressed that Brand (De dialectis Aeolicis, 
p. 50) has attempted on the strength of al\os and alXorpia to formu- 
late the law a ante liquidam positum non in a longum sed in ax pro- 
duxisse. This cannot be accepted, nor can his explanation that 
Xatpco, fj.lX.aiva result from compensatory lengthening, and not from 
epenthesis. 

av in *A/jM.va> in Noora/iaixra[vTos], Deecke, B. B., IX, 251 ; cf. 
afxivia, a/tevawopos. 

priTTta ixeya in 68 is regarded as an aorist, not as a present by 
Deecke, who translates : Ein grosses will ich verkunden. Hall, in 
his review of Deecke's collection (A. O. S., XI, 220), holds to the 
present : / speak a great thing. Deecke (Bezz. Beitr., VI, 79) re- 
jects Ahrens' pitrw, and maintains that rj for a is regular in Cyprian. 
I cannot regard this as correct, twrov has the genuine diphthong «, 
and as such is written with El on pre- Euclidian Attic inscriptions 
(Meisterhans, p. 79) and on the monuments of other dialects (Smyth, 
Diphthong EI, pp. 57, 60). 1 The a is therefore not the result of 
contraction (iftfiirov), but from t + 1 (ipipiirw). Priscian's (I, 54) 
so-called Aeolic rjn-ov is a blunder for rjirov, because the absence of 1 
aveK^xovtjTov was regarded by the grammarians as a peculiarity of 
Aeolic (Meister., I, 71). Now there can be no question that in no 
period except the itacistic was genuine a confounded with 1? > t + c 
in any Greek dialect ; 2 and that in Cyprian this should have been 

into dialects. In Greek, epenthesis took place before the dialect period. The 
Cyprian 'AirefAcoct is, I conjecture, to be explained in like fashion with a"i\os. 
That this is the only possible explanation for the ei form, occurred to me before 
reading Deecke's similar suggestion in the Berliner Philol. Wochenschrift, 1886, 
p. 217. 

1 On the Gortynian inscription, we have irpoFEIirctreo, etc. 

2 This must hold good despite Arcado-Cyprian aii-riv- (Arcad. 'A/iiiveas; Cypr. 
'Aiirjvlya: cf. Amorg. 'Ajit«/roi'[i] l I. G. A. 390). Arcadian nXjjo-Wepos HAeior/e- 
pos. C. I. G. has no case of nAjjo-r- except XiKriaroveiKa, 1506 (Sparta), with the 
ominous ex schedis Fourmonti : \~1\(iotovIkt\s, 1363, 1364 b, 2810 b, add., 2813. 
Cf . above, p. 93. Cypr. i), " if," has been explained above, p. 72, as either = ■if(i') 
or as a separate form. It is not a Cyprian form of ei. 
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the case is incredible, and is in fact disproved by the diphthongal or- 
thography pe-i-se-i — irtura. Spurious a became diphthongal in 
Attica about 380 B.C., but there is no proof that the sound resulting 
from the contraction of e + e (admitting for the moment that Ifipz- 
■wav, or even fepewov, was the source of etwov) — a sound different 
from that of the Attic spurious o — ever became diphthongal in 
Cyprian. 

In every case EI remains a genuine diphthong : alpu, e/rettnys, eka, 
?r«, /rcr«, tviftftirt, piiKova, iruva} In Arcadian genuine ei remains 
except in xXi;&, Ipdvax. This shows, to my thinking, that whatever 
we may think of the characters vcpo-, and however much we may 
be inclined to ascribe the r/ of pfrrio to an irresolute orthography, a 
Cyprian change of genuine « to r\ is not regular. Allusion has already 
been made above, p. 68, to the difficulties in the way of a satisfactory 
explanation of iron, " lord," in the same line ; and as regards the 
hexameters, which Deecke insists on to the discomfiture of Ahrens' 
paru), Hall remarks that they are not clear according to his more 
certain transliteration, the characters having gradually become plainer 
since the time the stone was exhumed. 

II. Consonants. 

£ for y in a£aOai, 37, 59, and in £ai = yajt; cf. Arcad. yax, Doric 
8a, Et. Mag. 60 8 . The y in the latter word is probably palatal, cf. 
Zend zao, Lith. i'eme, Slav, zemlja, K. Z., XXV, 146. Johansson in 
B. B. XIII, 117, has resurrected the old etymology, — Goth. gods. 
The substitution of £ for y in d£a0os may stand in connection with 
the spirant pronunciation of y prevalent from the second century B.C. 
This, though exceedingly doubtful, is better than to regard the £ as 
originating in like manner with the palatal spirants of the Aryan and 
Slavo-Lettic languages. See K. Z., XXV, 150. 

Note I. — Cypr. Ka\i){<i> is not necessarily a proof that £ is a representative 
of yod. 

Note 2. — i between vowels was thickened to 7, or at least could be rep- 
resented by 7 in diayov = Ionic dtitiov. Cf. Heracl. ■xoTiKXaiyaxra- 

In all dialects there was heard a parasitic glide sound between t 
and a following vowel. 2 This sound assumes graphic expression, with 
the exception of Pamphylian, in Cyprian alone, but even there with 

1 FEXeStfytw, 11% is uncertain. 

2 In Boeotian av48*iav, « represents a closed «, and not e + ', a distinct glide 
sound. On the development of intervocalic i in several dialects, e.g. Attic BeioTv, 
tidy, etc., cf. above, p. no. 
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no great consistency. Thus in the inscriptions from Dali it is found 
fifteen times, of which thirteen occur in No. 60, 1 two in No. 59. 2 It 
is not written in Tokyuu in 6 1 , nor in eVid (v) ra, 60 9t 19> & ; 16 ( v) ra, 60 % ; 
iraviiviov, 60 w ; iravtaviia, 60 22 : nor in KeriW, 59 ; Kerte/:£s, 60 j ; a(i')- 
8pu£(v)rav, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1323 ; elsewhere always 
withjy. From Chytrea we have no yod in IIa</>uis Ha<f>uu, 1, 4, 5, 6, 
9, 10, 12, following Hall's corrections, nor any in Uprjfos in No. 1. 
Kerynia has both Hacpiya.';, 15, and Ila^tas, 16 ; Palaeachora, 2ra- 
crtyav, 17, H,Ta<riyas, 1 8, and no example of the omission; Polls- tis- 
Chrysochou, 'kpiarCyav, 20, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1643 > 
and KareOiyav, 20 (see p. 109) ; but NacricoTau and 'OratW, 21 (for 
which Baunack. reads 'OvcuW). Drimu has 'IoXa<o(?), 26; Ktima, 
lyeprp, 33 ; KAklia, tyepevs, 40 ; tyepcos, 39 ; iyapdraroi and 6<r{ya, 41 ; 
but 8e£io>i, 37, and icpeos, 38. Go/got, Aiyatfk/u, 74 (cf. Ai/rei#ep,is, 
60 21) ', Ha<piyav, 69; but Aiade/u, 1 00 ; Aids, 73; ei/repyeo-ias, 71; 
fXaKaviat and 'A<t>po8i<riw, 86 ; ®e/uav, 66, in Greek letters ; 'Ova<n'<i)- 
po, 75; , Iap«o(i')8au, 118. Abydos, SaAa/unos, 148; /)vfo, Mayipiio, 
120, 121 (Hall). 

In the above-cited examples yod appears twenty-two times, and 
only four times before e, seventeen times before a, 3 once before 1, and 
never before any other sound. In the other examples of the occur- 
rences of yod, a follows in almost every instance : Sfcwyapos, 33 ; 'Aya- 
pos, 31 ( = *Aipos?), Ktima; Aayari<rao or Aai'ricrao, 58, Lamaka ; 
©eoryas?, 119, Golgoi ; Aaya<pa%, 31, 32 (= Aat'^as?), Soydi, 41, 
K&klia; Biya.%, 94, Golgoi; before 1? in <pvyt), 126. And yet despite 
its fondness for a, yod not infrequently disappears before that sound 
even in those parts of Cyprus where it is commonly written. 

The period of accurate distinction between the spirants 1 and v in 
Cyprian is that of the Persian supremacy over Cyprus. Later on, 
during the rule of Alexander's successors, the greatest confusion pre- 
vails, e.g. HpioTipos, Tip.oxdpifOS, KwrppxpaTi/ros, lepeyiyav, fiacriXrjfos, 
piiiput = °Qp<o, AiycuOcpj., and AiftiOt/jiis. 

<n for ti in ui fiokt' ri diXeis Kvjrpioi, and in k« oxs, 6o 10]2 s (nom. 
masc. <rC re for <ris re, 126, is not certain). Cf. also ottktU kc (= oaris 
av), 60 29, where t = a- between vowels. In the accus. neuter ri, 68 3 
(after a consonant), assibilation does not take place. Cyprian crts is 

1 'AXa(/u)»pyeJToi, 'A/ajriya, h/oaiya, Ftmya, Upiytyav, lyaodat, lyarijpar, Mo- 
Kavlyiu, wtdiyai, rcpxvtya (thrice), vr6\tyt. 

2 b(y)Spiy&(v)Tav, Mi\myd6wvos. 

8 AiffLdf/Ms is interesting; but cf. At/aftfe/u. 
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the only exception in Greek to the law that initial t does not suffer 
assibilation. Arcadian, Aeolic, and those dialects that change t to <r, 
change only that t which is the Hellenic representative of Indo- 
European t. Cyprian <Ws contains t = I.E. q. But the exception 
as regards the initial t never becoming o- is an apparent exception 
merely, since 0-1's is an enclitic. The interrogative m is to be ex- 
plained by analogy to <ns. 

Note. — On Wrt, vocative of *ir£ns = v6<ris, see p. 68, where mention is 
made of an explanation that it is an unfortunate attempt to give a supposed 
epic coloring to Cypr. ir6<rts. 

o- is frequently omitted in the genitive to. fava<r(o-)as, and also in the 
nominative 'Ovaa-iwpo, 75. Meister's treatment (I, p. 160) of the 
subject in Boeotian and other dialects is inadequate. 

Kar(i) xas and k<x, "and." «as occurs before both vowels (eight 
times) and consonants (sixteen times). k<£ is less frequent, once 
before vowels, thrice before consonants, koti in kwt 'HSaAeW, 59 
(the only occurrence) seems at first sight to be the progenitor of *as 
and ko. as well as of km. k<u cannot, however, despite Deecke, B. B., 
VI, 79, be explained from ran. It is rather the equivalent of old 
Bulg. ce<-qqi. 

On tTToXcftxK, see p. 71. 

III. Declension of substantives. 

Gen. sing. O declension ends in -<o-v. ^iXomnrpwv, 60 1 ; 'Ovoktikv- 
Tpiav, 60 2-3, n,30j 'OvcurlXwv, 60 u ; apyvpmv, 60 172 s.x i TaX.d(v)To>v, 60, ; 
vyriptjni, 6o 3 i 5 ; Apu/uW, 60 , 9 ; ®£<rrip.o>v, 42 (Apollon) ; A/8(S/u'A.ko>v, 
59 ; Tre(p.)tf>ap.ip<j>v, 59. With the exception of ®eorip.o>v and 'OvatW, 
21 (Berl. Philol. Wochensch., 1886, p. 1292), all the examples are 
from Dali. Dalian inscriptions also have -<« (apyvpw, 60 6 , etc.). 

Cyprian possesses the oldest historical form of the genitive of -tju 
stems, viz. ^ao-iX^/ros, 39, 46, 4-7> 59> ^ etc - But beside the digam- 
mated forms we have j8a<nA.i}os or j8ao-iA.€os, 2 both of which forms are 
Homeric. Aeolic, Ionic, Attic, Thessalian, and Boeotian have -rps, 
though Ionic, Aeolic, and Boeotian have also -eos. Efy:a(v)<%-os?, 
161, Eiy:a(i/)&os, 162, as if from EvpdvOews, which does not occur. 
EifdvOrjls], 163. This form, together with the doubtful gen. in -rjpos, 
may furnish another example of the close interrelationship between 
the -«, -yp, and - v stems. Cf. p. 78. In the nom. pi. KerUpes, 60, 
or - VF a, if Wackernagel (K. Z., XXIV, 295) is correct in explain- 

1 Deecke writes ftwiAeVos incorrectly. 2 Cf. also UpriFos and Up4os. 
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ing this termination from -eie/r + «. Johansson has, however, vig- 
orously disputed the correctness of Wackernagel's reasoning. See 
especially Chapter II of his De derivatis verbis contractis. 

Declension of -Kkrp. The full form of the nominative appears in 
NiKOKkeprjs, 40, gen. NikokA.£/:os, i 79; ©«mcA.€os, r26; Tt/iofcXeos, 35; 
but Ti/noicXifeos, 36, 64. In Arcadian I find eighteen different names 
with the nom. in -k\yjs, and no instance of -K\epr)s or -kXojs ; in the 
genitive, -kXcos in fourteen different names. The Arcadian inflec- 
tion is younger than the Cyprian. Of the two genitive forms in 
Cyprian, NikokXc/tos is not so original as Tt^oxXef eos ; cf. Boeot. 
kA.£ios<kA.££os. There is no trace of -k\)7 in the genitive as in Aeolic 
(®e6i<\r), 288), or of the Attic and Delphic -k\«>v. 

IV. Pronominal declension. 

/it for i*e in No. 2 1 ; cf. /tey in 71, /uv in 45, by Voigt and Hall's 
corrections. 

V. Conjugation. 

I*epo-e, 31, 32 ; see pp. 92, 106. 

£7ri<rrais in 68 = iino-Tairjs, from the analogy of plural forms by a 
process which is the opposite to that which produced the Herodo- 
tean and later Attic oWjj/tev ivOtiryre, etc. The form stands alone, I 
believe. 

e\#era>s" avri tov i\6e. SaAa/uyiot. cf. Stows, etc. 

Sopevai (accent uncertain) is the earliest form of this infinitive, -von 
seems to have been crowded out in all other dialects except Ionic- 
Attic. 8d//.e(v), 126, is a Homeric reminiscence, as tvurq. 

VI. Prepositions, Particles. 

A preposition v with the primary signification of "up" occurs 
in Cyprian v^VP^ extra pay, 'Ypt\.0<ov 2 = 'Avafiaivtov, 3 vp-ais £av, 
60 10, 22-23,28) f or life- I n the latter case the sense is not far different 
from ova ypavov, v oapov, to the festival ; v Tv^a[i], 74 3 = im rvxg = «V 
Tvxr). Its occurrence in Pamphylian and in Carian is very doubtful. 

1 In No. 1, Voigt thinks /xe is preferable to fit, since the character closely re- 
sembles that of 15. Hall, however, reads /u, which may be either (epigraphi- 
cally) dialectic for yuc or for /u(r), as in 45. 

2 This name, together with Eitre\0av, 123, 171, etc., is remarkable as being 
entirely new, there being but few, if any, others with -eA0a>i> as a final member. 
In the coining of a new proper name it is necessary that the initial or final mem- 
ber should have already been in use; cf. EipaySpas, etc. 

8 An earlier name of the Maeander. 
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Pamph. 'YSpa/wvav, 1264, would then have to be divided 'Y-8pa/*-. 
Carian *Y/8av8a, cf. 'AAa/WSa, and B. B., X, 191. In vev£a/*evos, writ- 
ten by Deecke iev£dfj.£vos, the v is supposed by Meyer, Gramm. 2 
§ 239, to represent vocalized p. It is, however, difficult to account 
for the presence of the labial spirant here. See Brugmann, Gramm., 
p. 117, and especially Baunack's Studien, I, 16, where the subject of 
v is discussed, and a weakened force of i ( = Skt. ud) assumed in 
{reu^a/ntvos. Hall, Rev. A. O. S., XI, 216, settles the difficulty by read- 
ing /u(v) ev^a/ncvos. 

The Cyprian dialect is peculiar in possessing certain particles not 
found elsewhere. These are i8e, w, and iron. The use of 8i, though 
frequent in Arcadian, is entirely foreign to the Cyprian idiom. Its 
place is taken by J8e, and, for which I appears in 60 24 . But JSe is 
used with the force of Bl in apodosis. This I8i suggests the Sanskrit 
id, and may perhaps serve to explain <5e in such connection as 6 Si, 
which is hardly 6 + 8e. 

-vu for -ve is read by Sayce on the inscription from Tamassus (Berl. 
Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323). The enclitic w, 6o M6 . Cf. A. J. P., 
VIII, 471. 

The particle 7rai appears in k<£s iron, 60 4 ; I8eirca, 60 12 ; rds ttm, 71. 
Whether we' are to write mu or ■n-a is not certain. If wcu, we may 
then compare al (cf. above, p. 72), locative from the stem sva. m} 
TnproKa. oirrj then contain the instrumental of iro-. If ire/., cf. o-n-ai «a, 
C. I. G. 2483 22. 

The results which seem to me justified by an examination 
of the phonology and inflection of Arcadian and Cyprian are 
as follows : — 

I. Nature of the connection between Arcadian and Cyprian. — 
Arcadian and Cyprian are in closer touch than any other two 
Hellenic dialects, which have at the same time so many and 
such varied points of divergence. If we consider the date of 
the separation of the daughter dialect (a date which on any 
view must be early, even if we reject the legend handed down 
by Pausanias), the preservation in Arcadian and Cyprian for 
so many centuries of autonomous existence of so many cases 
of agreement in form and in syntactical usage, affords a most 
striking example of the conservative force of dialect life. 
This resistance to external influence was effected, it must 
be remembered, to no inconsiderable extent on the lines of a 
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syntactical usage which must have encountered the deter- 
mined hostility of common speech (ea-9 with the gen., drrv 
with the dat.). This pertinacity of linguistic tradition in 
Arcado-Cyprian is more marked than that displayed by 
either Aeolic, or Thessalian, or Boeotian, dialects which of- 
fered no such stubborn resistance to the elements of disin- 
tegration, and which not unwillingly adopted forms alien 
to the genius of the speech of that territory in North-eastern 
Hellas, whence they all sprang. 

II. Connection of Arcado-Cyprian with Aeolic, Thessalian, 
Boeotian, and E lean. — There is no single striking dialectic 
feature possessed in common by Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, 
Thessalian, Boeotian, and Elean. It might indeed seem that 
in the retention of the I.E. pronunciation of v, these dialects 
had a meeting-ground. But the Thessalian and Aeolic pro- 
nunciation of v is not certain ; and even if it were u and not 
it, the retention of a pan-Hellenic sound is no proof of any 
closer bond, unless it can be shown that before the division 
into dialects, the other Greeks had adopted the later sound 
u, while the Arcadians, Aeolians, etc., living in closer geo- 
graphical unity, alone clung to their u. This cannot, how- 
ever, have been the case, since the Spartans, too, retained 
with tenacity the older pronunciation. And again, it might 
seem possible that the preservation of the strong form ep was 
a distinguishing feature of all these dialects. In Cyprian, it 
is true, we have no instance of depo-os, though we have 
'Apio-roKperr)? ; but no single word maintains the strong form 
throughout the six dialects in question. It is doubtless 
undeniable that Doric has few, if any, cases of ep for ap or 
pa ; but the co-existence of both strong and weak forms as 
early as Homer indicates that we must not be hasty in 
ascribing the ep forms to all the subdivisions of a single 
" Aeolic " dialect, though it is clear that there obtains a 
tendency in all these dialects to favor the retention of the 
older of the two pre-dialectic forms ep and ap (pa). 

Whenever we start with a phonetic change that might 
seem adapted to serve as a criterion, the line of argument is 
uniformly broken. Thus if we start with dirv, or #e, Boeo- 
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tian and Elean are the offending dialects ; if with eo-? or with 
ev cum accus., Aeolic is the guilty member. 

In fact, every argument that has been adduced, from the 
point of view of language, in favor of a pan- Aeolic dialect, 
fails to hold ground. Labialism (for the dentalism of the 
other dialects) is clearly not a phase of "Aeolic " phonetic life. 

The universality of assibilation can only be upheld by 
assuming that vri had not become v<ri in the ground Aeolic, 
but vOi, the 6 of which is held to represent a sound between 
t and a. The dulling of closed o to v may be pan-Aeolic, but 
only in a few words. 

Aeolic is bound to Thessalian and to Boeotian by close 
ties, Thessalian to Boeotian, and Arcadian and Cyprian to 
Aeolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian by a series of certain and 
oftentimes unique links, and each is connected with the other 
by a series of minute correspondences. Aeolic, Thessalian, 
and Boeotian are more closely connected than any other dia- 
lects of this class ; yet they have only one salient feature 
in common. If we extend our horizon to embrace Arcado- 
Cyprian and Elean, the attempt to apply the same arguments 
and gain the results that have accrued to us by an investiga- 
tion of Doric or of Ionic, is shattered by the logic of unyield- 
ing facts. Curtius pronounced long ago in favor of an Aeolic 
dialect embracing all the sub-dialects except perhaps Elean. 
Gelbke followed with a more positive assertion, but based on 
fewer facts. Kirchhoff restricted Aeolic to the dialect of 
Lesbos and denominated Thessalian and Boeotian Doric. 
But one who is apparently his scholar, Brand, has now 
sought to become a unitarian of the unitarians. He is not 
content with assuming cases of dialect agreement ; he ven- 
tures upon the dangerous essay of explaining away all cases 
of divergence. It is true that certain recent researches 
have taken a position in favor of an early influence of Ionic 
which has heretofore not been accorded it. Dialect mixture 
should, I think, have room and verge enough ; but when 
recourse is had to it, it must be shown in each individual 
instance that a distinct probability, not merely a possibility, 
speaks in favor of its operation. If there is to be method in 
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dialectology, it must first do away with such work as that of 
Brand, who attributes an importance to dialect mixture that 
was unknown before, and solely because the facts do not fit 
in with his theory. Gerrymandering dialect phenomena can- 
not but hurt a domain of philology that is sadly in lack of 
material with which to operate. If, then, there was an 
"Aeolic" unity, it must have been before the worshippers 
of the Arcadian Zeus emigrated from Northern Hellas. Into 
that period of obscurity it is futile to penetrate with the 
feeble light afforded us by historic times. A pan-Aeolic 
dialect has not been proved by linguistic evidence — perhaps 
never can be proved. If it existed, it has left greater diver- 
gences in its descendant dialects than either Doric or Ionic. 

III. Arcado-Cyprian in its Relation to Aeolic, Thessalian, 
Boeotian. — If we eliminate from the joint possessions of 
Arcadian and Cyprian those forms that are due to the declin- 
ing vitality of the old inflectional system, the residue can 
be claimed as an heirloom from the Arcado-Cyprian period. 
This is, to be sure, not certain, for many features may have 
arisen after the separation, and may be of such extreme an- 
tiquity that we cannot distinguish them from still older forms 
such as those which are the exclusive possession of both dia- 
lects. Now, though we refused to admit that any pan-Aeolic 
dialect had been demonstrated, it is possible that the Arcado- 
Cyprian dialect may show stronger affiliations to the dialects 
akin to Aeolic than to any other. The evidence, above col- 
lected, speaks with no uncertain voice in favor of such a 
connection with the " Aeolic " dialects ; and the legend of the 
expulsion of the Achaeans, an Aeolic race according to 
Strabo, might even predispose one in favor of an Aeolic 
connection. 

It is a noteworthy fact that the northernmost of these 
dialects, that of Thessaly, from which, according to the 
legendary history of Greece departed Lesbic-Aeolians and 
Boeotians, is the connecting link between Lesbo-Aeolic and 
Arcado-Cyprian, and between Boeotian and Arcado-Cyprian. 
See Collitz, Verwantschaftsverhaltnisse der gr. Dial, p. 9 ff. 

In the Berliner Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1324, Deecke 
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has raised the question whether the colonization of Cyprus 
from Tegea may not have been an Achaean colonization. 
The Tegeans, then, in crossing Laconia to the sea may have 
been accompanied by Laconian Achaeans who yielded to the 
irruption of the Dorians. 1 Deecke ascribes to a similarity 
between Arcadian and Achaean the strong interest in the 
development of the Homeric epos claimed by Cyprus (A. J. P., 
VIII, 467 and 481). The worship of Apollo Amyclaeos and 
Apollo Helotas points to a prehistoric connection between 
Achaean Sparta and Cyprus. Collitz, Verwantschaftsverh., p. 
14, claims that the Laconian HcolSdv is borrowed either from 
Arcadian or from a closely related dialect. UocrotBdv may 
have been the Achaean form. 

IV. Arcado-Cyprian and Doric-Ionic. — Where both Doric 
and Ionic fall into line with Arcado-Cyprian, the phenomena 
in question appear to be survivals of the pan-Hellenic period. 

V. Arcado-Cyprian and Doric. — Traces of the connection 
of Arcado-Cyprian with Doric alone are far to seek ; 17 by 
compensatory lengthening (but not &>) has been explained by 
the adherents of an Aeolic origin of Arcadian as a proof that 
the ancestors of the Arcado-Cyprians emigrated from a cen- 
tral point in Northern Greece before e became e. But it 
cannot be shown that ei for ij was a property of Lesbians, 
Thessalians, and Boeotians, even on the assumption that they 
originally inhabited in common a limited geographical area. 
Is, then, the 7/ of <p9r)pwv due to Doric influence, or can it 
by any means be shown to be pan-Hellenic ? That the 
former is the only possible explanation is clear, from the fact 
that the ground-form *<p8epio) became (pOijpm in no dialect 
except Doric. An Ionic $Qr)pw cannot be shown to have ever 
existed (despite G. Meyer, § 68). -epi- in Ionic may have pro- 
duced closed e + p at the very birth of the Ionic dialect. It 
must therefore be confessed that an unbiassed examination 
of the evidence makes for the belief that Arcado-Cyprian was 
either a Doric dialect, or that it borrowed a specifically Doric 
form in a prehistoric period of its existence. Of the two 
possibilities, the latter is the more probable from the weight 

1 'AxaioiidfTus oi tV twv Bear $x ovt * s iepwriviiv Iv Kinpif, Hesychius. 
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of other evidence. This is the only certain case where 
Arcado-Cyprian is certainly Doric in character. If the 
Cyprian e^ev be correct, Arcado-Cyprian may be Doric in 
having -v as the termination of the infinitive of thematic 
verbs. But this is true solely on the view that Ionic 6<f>ei\ev 
is spurious. If it is genuine, we are driven to assume a pan- 
Hellenic ending -v. 

VI. Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic connected with Ionic-Attic. 
— The repugnance to Doric of Arcado-Cyprian in the earliest 
phase of its existence is as noticeable, as is, on the other 
hand, the bond of sympathy with Aeolic, and that of Arcado- 
Cyprian and Aeolic with Ionic-Attic. Whether this closer 
touch is the survival of the period when I.E. a had not yet 
become r} in Ionic-Attic, or is due to a later, but prehistoric, 
interconnection between these two series of dialects, is a 
question that perhaps will always await solution. But 
Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic, despite their divergences, stand 
out in clearer lines of opposition to Doric than do Thessalian 
and Boeotian, and on the other hand, seem to form a link in 
the chain which begins with Doric and ends with Ionic-Attic. 
This statement must, however, not be forcibly construed 
to imply that Arcado-Cyprians and Aeolians were the first 
separatists from a common home. 

Arcado-Cyprian then points unmistakably to a connection 
with the so-called Aeolic dialects. If we now descend lower 
and seek to discover the affinities of Arcadian and of Cyprian 
when these dialects diverge, and the causes of this diver- 
gence, we enter upon an investigation perhaps the most 
obscure in the whole domain of Greek dialectology. 

VII. Arcadian as distinguished from Cyprian. — First the 
dialect of Arcadia. In no canton of Greece is there greater 
multiplicity of dialectic phenomena so utterly different in 
color and texture. Arcadia to a greater degree than Cyprus 
is a veritable battle-ground of contending dialects. As in the 
petty island Peparethus, three dialects contend for mastery. 
Its language is but a reflex of the total absence of political 
union between its mountainous villages ; and even the chief 
towns were a conglomeration of sometime autonomous demes. 
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In fact, Arcadia was the least cohesive state in Hellas. It 
was alone the worship of the gods that brought the Arca- 
dians together in a union which was but temporary. 

VIII. The correspondences with Aeolic are insignificant, 
since, with the exception of 8e«oTo?, they consist of survivals 
of pan-Hellenic speech. Nor is the connection with Thessalian 
stronger, since both agree in preserving vs (though in different 
functions) and in expelling the v from the same phonetic 
group. Where Arcadian and Boeotian meet on parallel lines, 
their cases of agreement are either pan-Hellenic or Doric. 
Arcadian, Thessalian, and Boeotian agree in a phonetic 
change which is Doric as well as Ionic. When we embrace 
a wider area by adding Aeolic to the list, we encounter 
but two possible harmonies. Of these, one is probably pan- 
Hellenic, the other (ep for ap pa in depcros) is more properly 
the possession of dialects of "Aeolic" texture, though not 
their undisputed possession. It cannot on the whole be 
affirmed that the " Aeolic " predilections of Arcadian are 
strongly marked. 

Its Ionic proclivities- are few in number, but most pro- 
nounced. The particle el and the infinitive termination -vai 
are as marked Ionisms as exist in the range of dialect 
peculiarities. 

The Doric side of Arcadian stands out in a strong and 
clear light. It is, however, but a half-truth when Schrader 
states, that, wherever Arcadian agrees with dialects of the 
"Aeolic" sympathies, it agrees at the same time with Doric. 
Importance should be placed upon the negation of this asser- 
tion, as also upon the character of many of the Dorisms 
of Arcadian, which can easily be shown to be survivals of the 
pan-Hellenic period. But despite all this, the aggression of 
Dorisms from the time of the separation of Cyprian is clearly 
ever more and more vigorous. 

IX. Nature of the Arcadian dialect as distinct from Cyprian. 
— It is impossible to give any completely satisfactory expla- 
nation of the concurrence of "Aeolic," Ionic, and Doric forms 
in a canton of the configuration and situation of Arcadia. 
This concurrence is one of the most remarkable phenomena 
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in Greek dialectology, as the combatant dialects of the date 
of our inscriptions seem to have been combatants in a pre- 
historic period, and in a region to which Attic or Ionic espe- 
cially, could not, in the ordinary course of dialect life, have 
found admission. It is incredible that the Attic forms found 
in the Tegean inscription No. 1222 should have been loan- 
forms from Attic in the third century B.C. The vigor of the 
dialect speaks out too impetuously for that. 

The Aeolisms of the Greek language are passive, rarely 
aggressive (as in Chios : -n-pijijoio-i, Seiccov). Where they exist 
in the language of the people they have existed from a period 
antedating all historical ken. They are never a force in dia- 
lect mixture, save in literature. Greek dialectology tells of 
their ever-receding force, beaten back by the increasing sway 
of other dialects, such as Doric or Attic, which are the dis- 
integrating factors of the dialect-life of Hellas. 

I can therefore see no stable ground on which to establish 
any immediate sympathy of Arcadian with " Aeolic " dialects, 
save on the view that the Arcadians were once geographically 
nearer the ancient Aeolians. Tradition deserts us in our 
search for an original home of the Arcadians in Northern 
Hellas. They were to the other Greeks and to themselves 
avro^dove'i. 

It was beyond the scope of this paper to open up any dis- 
cussion of the probability of the view proposed. Its difficulty 
lies not only in the danger that over-zealous investigators 
may at once assume a period of " Aeolic " unity, but also in 
the necessity of showing how the Cyprian forms, which have 
diverged from Arcadian, came into existence. 

X. Ionic and Arcadian as distinct from Cyprian. — The 
Ionic ingredients of Arcadian are perhaps due less to Ionic 
settlers in Arcadia at the time of the Dorian invasion, than 
to the Ionians of Achaea who had been expelled by the 
Southern Achaeans, according to Herodotus. If the Cynu- 
rians were, as Herodotus assumed (VIII, 73), Ionians before 
they were Dorized, we have in them a possible, though un- 
controllable, source of Arcadian Ionisms. 

XI. Doric and Arcadian as distinct from Cyprian. — The 
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Dorisms present less difficulty. They are the natural result 
of the Doric environment of Arcadia. The states of Arcadia, 
because of no mutual cohesion, became either allies of Sparta 
(for example, Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos) or sought for 
other extraneous assistance. The later history of Arcadian 
is the story of the aggressiveness of the speech of the mis- 
tress of the Peloponnesus. With this extension of Dorism 
the statement of Strabo comports well (VIII, 1, 2, = 333) : — 

0/ Se aXXoi (Pelop.) fii/cry tivi (StaXt/cTco) ej^prjo-avro, ol 
p.ev fiaXXov, ol 8' r/rrov alo\l£ovr€<; ■ cr^eSov $' en, ical vvv (19 
A.D.) Kara 7ro\ei<s aXXoi aXXto? SiaXeyovrcu, Sokovcti Se Ba>- 
pl^eiv airffli»T6? Sta ttjv avfifiacrav eTri/cpdreiav. 

The history of the hill-villages of Arcadia or of the rivalries 
of Tegea and Mantinea, while it explains the possibility of a 
tenacious hold of ancient dialect-life, at the same time shows 
that when Spartan influence became supreme, many of the 
ancient dialect forms would disappear. At the time of Thu- 
cydides, Sparta held two-fifths of the Peloponnesus. Even 
the northern boundary of Sparta consisted of petty Arcadian 
townships. We have had occasion to admit that even in 
Arcado-Cyprian times, Doric influence had forced a footing 
into a dialect that was otherwise in closer touch with " Aeolic." 
Legendary history but confirms the evidence of language. 
Charilaus took Aegys ; Oenus and Carystus were Spartan as 
early as the times of Alcman ; the Sciritis district had been 
conquered by 600 B.C. ; and though Tegea retained her 
autonomy, she was under the military dominion of her more 
warlike neighbor. It was not until the foundation of Mega- 
lopolis that Spartan supremacy lost any of its power. But 
even from the battle of Leuctra on, the very memory of that 
supremacy could not fail to make itself felt in the domain of 
language which was subject to the control of no Epaminondas. 

XII. Cyprian as distinguished from Arcadian. — The traces 
of sympathy between Cyprian and Aeolic, or Thessalian, or 
Boeotian, are not strongly marked. With Aeolic Cyprian 
has KVfjuep- for tcvftep-, but its other points of agreement with 
Aeolic and the other dialects of this class are generally shared 
in by either Ionic or Doric. The connection of Arcadian with 
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Aeolic is perhaps stronger than that of Cyprian with Aeolic. 
Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian have resisted longer 
than Doric the ingression of the Ionic v ifeX/cvan/cov. 

With Doric, Cyprian, apart from Arcadian, seems in closer 
touch than with Ionic ; which need not be wondered at, since 
Rhodes, Crete, Pamphylia, and other settlements of Doric 
growth were not far distant. Curium is said to have been 
settled by an Argive colony (Strabo, XIV, 683 ; Hdt. V, 113); 
and one of the neighboring towns was called Argos. 

XIII. Character of the differences between Arcadian and 
Cyprian. — If we compare those cases in which there is an 
absolute disagreement between Arcadian and Cyprian, it is 
evident that either the one dialect or the other has preserved 
the more ancient form. In some instances where it is impos- 
sible to fix the chronology of a phonetic change or where 
two variant forms appear to antedate the separation into 
dialects, we can obtain no light as to the relative priority of 
Arcadian or of Cyprian. 

Thus Arcadian has ret-, Cyprian irei- (dm-oreiera), ireiaei), 
Arcadian iroki<;, Cyprian -n-ToTu?, Arcadian el, Cyprian -q. 

The " acorn-eating " Arcadians are less prone to admit in- 
novations than their offspring. Thus they have preserved 
antevocalic e, the ancient locative plural, though in but a single 
example, -av from ti + aio, instead of adopting, as the Cyprians 
occasionally have done, the Doric -d or the Ionic -a> ; in the 
O declension they have kept the termination pure, refusing 
to allow the adhesion of v ; they have not suffered aXXav to 
be softened into a'iXtov ; they have resisted the expulsion of 
secondary intervocalic a (Cyprian <ppovia>l) ; they have pre- 
served o- where it is in place (Cyprian ra pavdcr(a-)a<;) ; they 
have not changed t from I.E. q to <r ; they have no f for Si-. 
That av — dvd is a loan-form in Arcadian, though older than 
6v, is probable, since it is difficult to account for a later 
ingression of an Aeolic form into Cyprus. The Aeolisms 
of Cyprus are generally joint possessions of Arcadian and 
Cyprian. It is more probable that Arcadian should have 
adopted Dorisms than that Cyprian should have lost Aeolisms. 

But as in the offspring hereditary traits are reproduced 
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which have not appeared in the parent, so Cyprian is often- 
times the representative of a more ancient period than Arca- 
dian. It has the oldest genitive of the i\v- stems in /3a<rt- 
X%o? ; it has the ancient -/e\e/reo?, whereas the Arcadian 
genitive is invariably -«Xeo? ; it has e/cepcre, whereas Arcadian, 
even on the view that the vexatious cpdepat is for <pdt]pai, is 
younger ; it has a? in the feminine genitive, while Arcadian 
has -av. And furthermore, it has clung tenaciously to such 
an older form as -ei in the dative of -e? stems, where Arcadian 
has irXrjdi. 



INDEX. 



Accusative : in -v in conson. declension, 
107; in -i)v from -es stems, 113. 

Aorist: ojru5<Jas, 104; in -v (aveBev), 
98; in -£a in -(a verbs, 96; Ixtpae, 

92, 106, 130; <p9e'pai, 92, 94, 100, 
130; KareBiaav, 109; termination in 
-«(?), 101; in -at, 100. 

Apocope of prepositions, 81. 

Assibilation, 68, 78, 100, 117, 122, 129. 

Compensatory lengthening : -avs, 86 ff.; 
-ovs, 79, 83; -cvs, 86 ff., 92, 94, 100, 
112; -€vf, 94; -fffy, 79. 93; -«7»>79> 
112; -epi, 79, 9 2 » I2 4- 

Contraction: o+e, 79, 81, 109, III; 
a+o, 81; a+u, 81; a+o, 81, 98; 
d+w, 81, 97; «+«, 81, 98; e+o, 109, 
112; 7)+e, 98; o+a, III; t+e, 82, 
104, 106. 

Dative (or locative) : in -01, 72; in 
-ats, 84; in -ui, 73, 88, 94; in -01, 
73; in -otai, 84, 129; of -es stems, 

93, 103, 113, 130; in -eat, 102; in 
-rji, 108, III. 

Declension of -KXfjs, 113, 119, 130; of 

n stems, 78, 118. 
Dual, 97. 

Epenthesis: ai\av, H4ff., 129. 
Future: SioKwAu<r€i(?), 92, 101. 
Genitive : A declension ! in -«, 1 1 1, 1 18, 

129; in -o, 108, H2, 129; in -00, 65, 



88, 108; in -av, 64, 88, 103, 108, 112, 
129, 1 30; in -av, 80. 
Genitive singular : in -v, O declension, 
68, 85, 118, 129; in -r\Fos, -e'os, 79, 

118, 130; in -KAf'ffos, 119, 130; in 
•k\4fos, 119. 

Imperative in -vtu, 88, 95; 4\8eT&s, 

119; a<t>ed<T6w, IOO. 
Imperfect: ?is, 81. 
Infinitive : in -tv, 80, 96, 108, 124; in 

-vvai, 69, 104; in -vai, 69, 78, 108, 

119, 126. 
Itacism, 93, 103, 130. 
Labialism, 122. 

Locative: in -ai, 73, 120; in -01, 73, 
88, IOO; in -otei, 129. 

Nominative plur. : in -efej, 118. 

Optative: eV«rra<s, 1 19; (p94pai, 92; 
8«uca>Ai!(rei(?), 92, IOI. 

Participle: of ei/it, 81. 

Perfect : in op, op, 104; AcAo8t)k^j, IOO. 

Prepositions: av, 88, 95, 129; avi, 88, 
129; diru, cum dat. ,66; oiru=oir(f, 
71, 121; in, «•{, 66, 72, 80; la, las, 
66, 72, 80, 121, 122; iv, 76, 88, 129; 
iro< (or Trof), 67, 112; jr<fc, fori, 66, 
67; i, 82, 119; iv, 76, 77, 88; apo- 
cope of, 81. 

Pronouns: pi, 68, 119; plr, 68, 119; 
a<pets, 104. 

Psilosis, 85. 

Relatives used for demonstratives, 80. 
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Spirants i, and v confused, 117. 

Subjunctives in -droi, 99. 

Vocative: in -e, (-« decl.), 99; in 

n (-es decl.), 99. "3- 
Yod, 116, 117. 

II. 

0, relation to e, 1 14. 

d, relation to w in Beapis, Beapis, 98. 
a£a66s, 102, 116. 

01, dat. or locat., 74. 

di, treatment of, in the dialects, 73. 

ol, 72, 91. 

<tf\uv, 114E, 129. 

'AXttoTai, 81, no. 

&KKos, II4 ff. 

'Afieivias, 92 ff., 115. 

afieivuv, 92. 

'Afirivias, 92, 1 1 5. 

dv=oi'<{, 88, 89, 129. 

ftV, in conjunction with ««', 71, 91, 112. 

avi, 88, 129. 

avedev, 98. 

-ary, treatment of, 86 ff. 

00: contracted to av, 65; in gen. A- 

decl., 65, 88, 103; for av in Attic, 65. 
'AirttXup, 97, 115. 

'AireWav, and cognate forms, 97, 108. 
dirii: with dat., 66, 121; = lurt, 71, 

76 ff. 
airvS6as, 104. 
ap, ep, and op, 88, 90, 102, 104; up and 

pa, 103. 
apovpa, III. 
-au: gen. masc, 64, 88, 98, 108, 112, 

129; gen. fem. in Arcad., 103, 130; 

in NoaTa/xaviravTos, 115; relation to 

ao, 64, 88; quantity of a in av, 65. 
a<peii<r$w, IOO. 
$6\opai, 70. 

8, relation to 0, 70, 102; to £, 103, 107. 
Sapuopyoi, 95* 

-8e and -Si, 68; -8* and -80, 104. 
Se'dToi, 87, 99. 
StKO/iai, I02. 
Se kotos, 84, 126. 
SeWa, 103. 
UptSpov, 90, 103. 
StaK<uA.t!<r«, 92, IOI. 
Sipubois, 112. 
A«if uo-os, forms of the name, 89. 



SufdVoj, 104, 114. 

e for o, 8l, 85, 114. 

e, relation to a, in Sf Aap-ii/W, 1 14. 

e, antevocalic, not = 1, 81, 84, 109, 112, 
129. 

e for 0, 88. 

ei: genuine diphthong, 92 ff., I15ff.; 

relation to tj, 92, 115. 
ei, 72,91, 115, 1 26 . 12 9- 
eJiroy, 115. 
eV, 66, 72, 80. 
IsKepoe, 92, 106, 130. 
eKor6v, 105. 
A9«t»j, 119 
l/xvaoiv, 89. 
eV, 80. 

-«e, infinitive, 80, 96, 108, 124. 
<{, 66, 72 ; 

e^ovtri or £{a>(7i, 66, 87. 
(m(apeai, 91. 
eVicTTa??, 119. 
^irttri/vfiTTdToi, 99. 
ep and pa, 70, 90. 
ep and op, 70, 90, 102, 1 13, 121, 126; 

ep and op, 88, 104. 
fy = &pa, 90, 113. 
-ep/,- (see Compens. Length.), 
-eps-, treatment of, 92, 94. 
-es, personal ending, 79. 
is = tit, <!{, 66, 72,80. 
eoArfs, 102. 

karia, 89, 91, IOI, 109. 
iors, 66, 72, 121, 122. 
i<p0opn<is, 104. 
eX*?, 80, 96, 108, 124. 
4<iv, 81. 

£=•>., 116; = Si, 103, 107, 129. 
(eXKa, 103. 
(epeepa, 103. 
F, lost, 82, 87. 

f, vocalized, 82, 120. 

Ffaa, 93. »5 ff - 

furrfe, 89, 91, IOI, 109. 

Fp-, in the dialects, 109. 

i|, relation to d, 89, III; to «, 72, 
92 ff.; in augment, 81; by contrac- 
tion, 83, 98. 

t = ei, 72, 115, « 2 9- 

i) stems, 78, 118. 

i\, by compensatory lengthening (see 
Compens. Length, and 124). 
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-7)i, treatment of, 73, 74, 108. 

« ice, 72. 

Il/ii, 79, 112. 

four as, 85. 

ij/uo-0-os, 85. 

foat, 69, 93, 94, 104. 

-rival, inf. ending, 69. 

fc,8i. 

0, disappearance of, in ivKis, 102. 

-0a, 101. 

6ipaos, 90. 

-0e, 101. 

8eap6s, 89, 98. 

0cA.it- and 0e*<p-, 161. 

0epaos, 71, 90, 121, 126. 

Otwpos, 89, 98. 

Opaaos, 90. 

i = yod, as glide sound before e, o, 1, 

116, 117. 
t, intervocalic, lost, 83, 84, 90; = y, 1 16. 
1 from «, before vowels, 84, 109. 
1 from « before cons., 80, 89, 101, 109. 
iycurtat, 81, 109. 
tapis, 81. 
ISe, 120. 
iepfo 79. 
iep6s, 81. 
w>, for ^v, 80. 
Wert, or fa<rt, 66, 87. 
k and t, 107. 

KO, <2«0', Il8. 

<caf, etymology of, 118. 
Kir, 71. 
«b, 118. 
xareBtaay, 109. 

KaVl, Il8. 

k4, in conjunction with &V, 71, 91, 112, 

121. 
KeXeiiavo'i, 86 ff. 
kIs=^tIs, 107. 
(cparos, 70. 
Kpapiarrou, 103, 109. 
Kpiros, 70, 90. 
/cvjuep^yai, 69, I06, I28. 
X and p, interchange of, 103. 
"KeAafiyKt&s, too. 
p, for 0, 1 06, 128. 
MeXix'&x, 94- 
/lear', IOI, HI. 
/x/ = put, 68, 1 19. 
fdv, 68, 119. 



•v, termination in iweVev, 98. 

-roi, infin. termination, 69, 78, 1 19, 126. 

v, tfyeXKvariK&v, 69, HO, 1 29. 

-vc, 6S, 85. 

-w, 68, 85. 

NucoKKeFos, 1 1 9, 130. 

vy (see Compens. Length, and 126). 

■vat, verbal termination, 66, 78, 86, 122. 

-«ti, in the dialects, 66, 78, 86, 122. 

-ma, imperative, 88, 95. 

vi, 68, 120. 

(evo-, relation to {«yo- and fij^o-, 94. 

0, pronunciation of, 83. 

0, for o, 84, 105. 

0, relation to ov, in Sa/uopyot, 95. 

0, relation to u, 75, 76, 101, 122. 

o$e\6s, iSe\6s, etc., 102. 

-ot, locative, 73, 88, 100. 

-oitri, 84, 129. 

ov = av&, 76, 88, 108, 129. 

'Ovaitav, III. 

-ovs-, treatment of, 83, 86 ff., 100. 

op, ep, and ap, 1 04. 

opiiv, 9 6 - 

irai, 120. 

ir and t interchange, 83, 102, 106, 107, 

129. 
irelo-ei, 107, 1 16, 129. 
trevre and rtepvtr-, 83, 106. 
irrj\- = T7|\-, 83. 
irXrio-TO-, 93, 115. 
irhtio-ro-, 93, 115. 
iroex6pevov, 68. 
iroT (or wot), 67, 112. 
ir<(A.is, 71, 129. 
iris, 67. 

nocroi5a»' and connected forms, 98, 124. 
irori, prep., 67. 
nirl, voc, 67, 1 1 6, 1 18. 
irpSaa, IOI. 
m-Ske/ios, 7 1) Il8. 
vt6Ms, 71, 129. 
p, for \, 103. 

ps, treatment of, 92, 94, 1 06. 
cr, expelled between vowels, 112, 129; 

omitted in the gen., 118, 129. 
ffou-, relation to <ro-, 65, 82. 
^eKafiivlav, 1 1 4. 
it, for rl, 68, 70, 1 1 7, 129. 
CTp6ros, 104. 
a<peis, 104. 
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t and ir interchange, 83, 102, 106, 107, 

129; t and k, 107. 
-re Cyprian = -to and -ko, hi. 
ret; in airvrfiera, etc., IO7, 1 29. 
r4px*tya, 90, 1 13. 
rerapros, 102. 
ttjX- = irr|X-, 83. 
t« = <rt, 68, 78, 100. 
Tt/ioK\4Feos, 109. 
-toi= -rat, 86, 104. 
toVs, 86. 
ris, 86. 

rpiaHa.ai.oi, 91, 99, 105. 
rplros and repros, 102. 
-tm for -to, 76. 
tow/, 68. 
Tcfo, 86. 
u, pronunciation in the dialects, 65, 75, 

121; relation to 0, 75, »22; to 0, 



114; preposition, 82,119; = vocal- 
ized F, 82, 120. 

ifV^ifievos, 68, 82. 

"Tfui, 74, 108. 

•vi, for -ot, 77. 

viis, 10 1. 

uy— a»/d', 76, 77. 

vxtpos, 68, 120. 

<p$4pat, 92, 94, 100, 130. 

<p0i]pu>v, 92. 

<ppov4ui, 112, 129. 

w, relation to i», 1 14. 

a, not changed to ov in Cyprian, 108, 

114. 
-a verbs inflected according to -fu class, 

90. 
-at, dative, 73, 88, 94. 
-ay, genitive in Cyprian, 68, 85, n8. 



THE ARC ADO-CYPRIAN DIALECT. — ADDENDA. 



In the interval between the completion of my paper on 
the Arcado-Cyprian dialect and its publication, I have col- 
lected the following addenda. 

Page 6l, note. The verb Ftx" derives additional confirmation from the Cyprian 
fceje (Studia Nicolaitana, p. 67). This (f)ix<*> appears in 701^0x0$, and is to 
be distinguished from (tr)£x*. 

Page 75, note 3. Read Euiosan. On the pronunciation of 01 in Styra, see 
Bechtel, Inschriften des ion. Dialekts, pp. 17, 37. 

Page 80. The instance of Cretan \v cum accus. might recall the supposed case 
of tv cum accus. in Laconian {ih AaxtSai/j.oya, Cauer 26 8 ). This is however = 
is Acuc. 

Page 92. Brugmann (Grundriss, § 131) maintains that apaiviav is from ap.tv 
uov by compensatory lengthening. Brugmann, as well as Meister, takes no ac- 
count of the character of the diphthong in Attic inscriptions (a/uEIrav). Brug- 
mann (§ 639), following Osthoff, even goes so far as to refer the genuine EI of 
oAcifav utifav to the influence of a/ieivav, which, on his view, must have a 
spurious EI. 

Page 95. I now prefer to explain tapnopyol as arising from 8afuo(t)pyot. 
There are three methods of treating compounds whose final member is -epyos or 
-tpyys. See Bechtel, Inschr. des ion. Dial. p. 190. 

A. Non-contraction of the vowels in contact. o$pi/io(py&v,Ca.\linus y, ayaSoepyot, 

Hdt. A 67, etc. ; AvXiotpyeas, Hdt. H 76, cf. A 65 hcxam. 

B. By contraction of the vowels. 

1. TtavaKoupyia, Xenoph. 3 S ; irTrovpyTi/iarav, Hdt. A 137. Tritovpyos, 
fitkneiovpytis, %tovpyl\s in the Delian inventory of the temple of Apollo 
(Dittenb. Sylloge, 367) ; AvKovpyos, Styra, 19^. 

2. KapiKevpyeos, Anacr. 91. 

C. By expulsion of one of the vowels. 

1. a\opyi\v, Samos, 220 15 , 16f 19 , and aAopyds, aAopyd, aKopyovs, aKopyovv, 
■KavoXopyis trtpAopyov in the same inscription; tpopyltu, Hdt. E 83 (in Mss. 
ABC). Cf. 'O\6vnoi in Cretan, 'OmWioi in Locrian, ZeAivivnos Coll. 
Samml. No. 3044. 

2. dij/M(py6s, Nisyros (Dittenb. Sytt. 195); \ivtpyi\s, Lycoph. 716. 
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Page 97. The form [tWoxo] HucivTow should also appear under a separate 
section (cf. p. 112), illustrating the disappearance of the « of to in contract verbs. 
This phenomenon is foreign to Cyprian, and occurs in Arcadian only in this word. 
See G. Meyer, Gramm. §151. 

Page 104. Instances of op, 00= ap,po, even in Ionic, show how weak the hold 
of Aeolic is upon these forms. Bpiraxo-s, Panticapaion 117, Ephesus (Wood, 
Discov. at Eph. App. 2, no. 2), in Xenophanes, according to the Et. Mag., and 
in the name of a Gortynian, Simonides Ceos 127, is equivalent to Ppira%os = 0i- 
rpaxos, Germ. Kr'dte ; ■nopb'o.Koiaiv, Sim. Amorg. 21 = Attic ira.pfia.K6s. Archil. 
(140) has TapSoKoV, and Hdt. ffdrpaxos or $d8paxos. 

Page 108. Cf. Cyprian vlfti, Athenceum, i882 4 No. 2847, P- 644- 
Page m. In reference to the Cyprian genitives Ei/fayipa and 'A/iivra, as- 
cribed by Meyer to Ionic influence, it should be said that in no Ionic inscription, 
except Halic. 240 B 3, is there a genitive in -ayipw. We find 'A/iimca, Halic. 
240.^, and 'Apivra, Iasos I042 1>24 . For the Ionic genitives in -a> of Bechtel, 
Inschr. des. ion. Dial. p. log. 

Page III. &pri, quoted from an inscription from Miletus, has, according to 
Bechtel (on No. 100), nothing to do with oipi, but is=Lat. sura. Cf. Schol. 
H. Q. on Od. p. 89. 

Page 112. Third line from end, insert before inter the word littera. 

Page 1 14. On alAos, cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, § 639. 

Page 114. UppvKa a' viroS'lip.a.ra, Kmrpioi and &pp.a\a aprvp.ara, 'ApxaScs do not 
prove the interchange of a and t». 

Page 118. The vocative tiavojt, Bull. Corr. Hellen. III. 165, No. 7, 2 is 

noticeable. 

Abbreviations : Hall. Rev. A. 0. S. = Hall's Review of Deecke's Collection, in 
the eleventh volume of the Journal of the Amer. Orient. Soc. G. G. A. = Gottin- 
gener Gelehrte Anzeigen. 

H. W. S. 
August i, 1888. 



